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This Appeal Statement comprises the grounds for appeal on behalf of Shelborn Drummond Ltd
(“the Appellant”). It relates to an Appeal under Section 47 of the Town and Country Planning
(Scotland) Act 1997 (as amended) (“the 1997 Act”) against the decision of the City of Edinburgh
Council (“CEC”) to refuse to grant Planning Permission in Principle (‘PPP”) for a green data
centre and new public park (“the Appeal Proposal’) at 1 Redheughs Avenue, Edinburgh (“the
Appeal Site”), (application reference 25/04239/PPP).

The CEC Chief Planning Officer recommended approval of the Appeal Proposal in their
Development Management Sub-Committee Report (Document A4). The application was
referred to CEC’s Development Management Sub-Committee (DMSC) on 04 February 2026.
The DMSC resolved to refuse planning permission contrary to the recommendation of the Chief
Planning Officer.

The Decision Notice (Document A5) set out three reasons for refusal, namely that the proposal
was contrary to National Planning Framework 4 (NPF4) Policy 1 (Tackling the climate and
nature crises); NPF4 Policy 2 (Climate mitigation and adaptation) and Edinburgh City Plan 2030
(CP2030) Place Policy 19 (Edinburgh Park/South Gyle).

The reasons for refusal are addressed in Section 7.0 Development Plan of this Appeal
Statement. The reasons for refusal are contrary to the advice and recommendation of the Chief
Planning Officer and relevant consultees. Furthermore, the reasons are unsupported by
substantive evidence and conflict with the documents and technical assessments submitted in
support of the Appeal Proposal.

The Appeal Proposal will support the delivery of a National Development, as identified in NPF4,
and is recognised as being of national significance to Scotland’s long-term spatial strategy,
given its role as critical digital infrastructure. The principle of green data centres is well
established through its national designation in NPF4.

The Appeal Proposal seeks permission for the principle of development and establishes
development parameters to facilitate a green data centre that meets market requirements while
also able to incorporate energy-efficient technologies, utilise renewable energy sources,
minimise water consumption, and support the reuse of excess heat. These details can be
secured in the subsequent Approval of Matters Specified in Conditions (AMSC) phase.

The Appeal Site is ideally suited for a green data centre. It benefits from key infrastructure
advantages, including power connection and proximity to telecommunication infrastructure. The
site is also brownfield, thereby avoiding the need for greenfield land typically required for
developments of this scale which directly aligns with NPF4 Policy 9. The site not subject to any
ecological designation features and has low vulnerability to environmental hazards. The Appeal
Proposal will sit comfortably within the context of the existing and emerging area and is suitably
sited away from residential development, to avoid any potential amenity impacts. Furthermore,
the Appeal Site's location supports the potential for efficient capture and reuse of excess heat
generated by the data centre, which can be harnessed for environmental and economic benefit
through integration with local heat networks and nearby developments.
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The proposal aligns with the overarching place-based policy for the Edinburgh Park/South Gyle
area, which identifies it as a mixed-use location with strong potential for high-value, nationally
significant economic development. Additionally, the massing and overall form of the Appeal
Proposal will be in keeping with the previously approved scheme on the site, which consisted
of six separate office blocks and emerging new development.

Furthermore, the Appeal Proposal includes the creation of a new fully accessible public park.
The relocated open space will exceed the size of the existing on-site provision and has been
thoughtfully redesigned and repositioned to better serve the needs of the emerging Edinburgh
Park mixed use community. The Appeal Proposal will also promote active travel through the
site, enhancing connectivity and improving access to surrounding areas.

As detailed within Section 7.0 of this Appeal Statement, the Appeal Proposal aligns with and
gains support from a number of key policy objectives. These include the promotion of the reuse
of brownfield land (NPF4 Policy 9), the facilitation of digital infrastructure rollout (NPF4 Policy
24), support for the principles of local living (NPF4 Policy 15), the encouragement of business
and industrial activity (NPF4 Policy 26), the reuse of waste heat (NPF4 Policy 19) and the
advancement of community wealth building (NPF4 Policy 25). In addition, the Appeal Proposal
safeguards and enhances existing open space and sports facilities (CP2030 Policy Env 23 and
Env 24 and NPF4 Policy 21). The CEC Chief Planning Officer has recognised these matters
within his report, which highlights the contributions and wider planning benefits associated with
the Appeal Proposal.

The Appellant submits that the Appeal Proposal accords with the Development Plan when read
as a whole and is supported by material considerations. To the extent that any conflict with
individual Development Plan policies is identified, such conflict is limited and is clearly
outweighed by the significant social and economic benefits of the proposed development,
together with other material considerations, including its status as development of national
priority.
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2.7

Introduction

This Appeal Statement comprises the grounds for appeal on behalf of Shelborn Drummond Ltd
(“the Appellant”). It relates to an Appeal under Section 47 of the Town and Country Planning
(Scotland) Act 1997 (as amended) (“the 1997 Act”) against the decision of the City of Edinburgh
Council (“CEC”) to refuse to grant Planning Permission in Principle (“PPP”) for a green data
centre and new public park (“the Appeal Proposal”) at 1 Redheughs Avenue, Edinburgh (“the
Appeal Site”), (application reference 25/04239/PPP).

The description of development in the PPP application was:

“Planning permission in principle for erection of a Green Data Centre with associated
infrastructure, landscaping, servicing, car and cycle parking; formation of public park with
sports facilities; and formation of active travel routes; full approval for the siting of the data
centre development and public park; maximum height and limits of deviation of proposed
development; siting of active travel routes and points of vehicular access/egress.”

The Appeal Proposal is recognised as a National Development by National Planning Framework
4 (NPF4).

The PPP application was accompanied by a application form (Document A1), planning drawings
(Documents B1 — B9), and supporting documents (Documents C1 — C19), as detailed in the
Appeal Documents List, and collectively these comprise the full set of information considered
by the CEC Chief Planning Officer and the Development Management Sub-Committee (“the
DMSC”).

The PPP application was validated by CEC on 08 September 2025 (Document A2). The initial
determination deadline was 07 January 2026 and an extended determination period until 16
January 2026 was agreed between CEC and the Appellant by email dated 18 December 2025
(Document E1). A further extended determination period until 09 February 2026 was agreed
between CEC and the Appellant by email dated 06 January 2026 (Document E2).

The Development Management Sub-Committee Report (the DMSC Report’) was made
available to the Appellant on 26 January 2026. A copy of the Chief Planning Officer's Report to
the DMSC is attached as Document A4. The DMSC Report recommended that planning
permission be granted. A DMSC Hearing was held on 04 February 2026 and the DMSC resolved
to refuse planning permission contrary to the recommendation.

The key dates are set out below:

Key application timelines Key application dates
Application submission date 27/08/2025
Validation date 08/09/2025
Last date for comments 01/10/2025
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2.1

2.12

Initial determination deadline 07/01/2026
Further Extension of Time 16/01/2026
Final Extension of Time 09/02/2026
Committee Hearing date 04/02/2026
Decision date 09/02/2026

Table 1 Key Application Timelines

By Notice dated 09 February 2026 (Document A5), and in accordance with the decision made
by the DMSC, the reasons for refusal are:

1. The proposal is contrary to NPF4 Policy 1 as it does not adequately address the climate
emergency.

2. The proposal is contrary to NPF4 Policy 2 as it does not demonstrate lifecycle greenhouse
gas emissions can be minimised.

3. The proposals is contrary to CityPlan 2030 Place Policy 19 - EP1 criteria as it does not
incorporate a mix of business and residential uses and does not extend the existing grid
layout to ensure a cohesive townscape or deliver sustainable movement through the site.

Section 25 of the 1997 Act states that the Appeal should be determined in accordance with the
development plan unless material considerations indicate otherwise. The PPP application
documentation (described in paragraph 2.4 above) fully assessed the proposal against the
development plan and all other material considerations and concluded that the proposal is
acceptable.

The DMSC'’s reasons for refusal are addressed in this Appeal Statement in the course of the
review of the Development Plan and other material considerations

This Appeal Statement will, in accordance with Regulation 3(4)(d) of the Town and Country
Planning (Appeals) (Scotland) Regulations 2013, set out the full particulars of the Appeal. This
includes all matters that the Appellant believes should be taken into account when determining
the Appeal. The attached documents form the substantive supporting material to the Appeal
and should be taken into consideration as part of the Appeal particulars. For the ease of
reference of the Reporter, specific cross reference will be made to the paragraph numbers and
page numbers of each document, where possible.

The supporting documents, with the exception of the Energy and Sustainability Statement
Addendum (Document F1) and the BREEAM Pre-assessment (Document F2), were all provided
to CEC either during or as part of the PPP application process.

@ Scott Hobbs Planning 2



2.13

2.14

2.15

The Energy and Sustainability Statement Addendum and BREEAM Pre-assessment do not
introduce a new matter, topic or issue for consideration. Instead, they provide further clarification
and supporting information in respect of a matter that was already before the planning authority,
namely greenhouse gas emission, climate change and sustainability. These matters were
expressly addressed within the DMSC report and were not identified as giving rise to any
concern that would justify refusal of the application. The reasons for refusal were formulated
only after the DMSC hearing. Accordingly, the information does not constitute a new matter but
rather provides proportionate clarification in direct response to the reasons for refusal. It
therefore does not raise a ‘new matter for the purposes of section 47A. The Reporter’s
Guidance Note 16 provides guidance for Reporters on the interpretation of Section 47A of the
Act (Document D9) states:

“For the reasons given above, if the representations or documents are about issues that were
considered by the planning authority, DPEA does not regard these as raising ‘new matters’
within the meaning of section 47A, even though the representation or document was not before
the planning authority at the time of its decision.”

This Appeal Statement:

. Outlines the background to the Appeal, (Section 2);

. Describes the Appeal Site and its surroundings, (Section 3)
. Provides relevant planning history (Section 4);

. Provides information on the Appeal Proposal (Section 5);

. Outlines the national development status and definition of the green data centre (Section
6);

3 Identifies the Development Plan and assesses the Appeal Proposal against its
requirements with reference to the CEC Chief Planners DMSC Report (Section 7);

. Considers other Material Considerations (Section 8);
o Reaches conclusions in respect of the Appeal Proposal (Section 9).
o Puts forward a claim for expenses against the Council (Section 10).

The Appellant submits that the Appeal Proposal accords with the Development Plan and
respectfully request that the Appeal be allowed and planning permission in principle be
granted.
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Appeal Site and Surroundings

The Appeal Site extends to approximately 5.74 hectares and has an irregular shape, as
illustrated in Figure 1. The topography of the site is predominantly flat throughout.

H -

EREEL C

Figure 1 Site Location

The site forms part of the wider Edinburgh Park area and is bounded by Redheughs Avenue to
the north, Lochside Court to the west, South Gyle Crescent to the east. It previously
accommodated an office building known as Drummond House, formerly the Royal Bank of
Scotland Headquarters, which has since been demolished to facilitate redevelopment.

Approximately one-third of the site remains occupied by an existing car park, which formerly
served Drummond House, alongside a centrally located landscaped green space, which is
locally designated open space. When Drummond House was in operation, this green space was
enclosed by surrounding development, giving it a private and inward-facing character. Trees
and hedges are also located around the site's edges. The Younger Building forms the north-
western edge of the urban block, providing a degree of enclosure to this part of the site. Teviot
House is located directly to the south.

Access to the site is currently from Redheughs Avenue and from South Gyle Crescent, leading
from South Gyle Broadway and the A8 (Glasgow Road).
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The site is well serviced by bus, train and rail, with Edinburgh Park Train Station located directly
to the south and Edinburgh Park Central Tram stop located directly to the west.

The site is located within the South Gyle area of West Edinburgh, within the Edinburgh Park
business district. The site is located approximately 7 miles west of the centre of Edinburgh and
3 miles to the east of Edinburgh Airport. The local context is defined by South Gyle Broadway
to the northeast, The City of Edinburgh Bypass to the west, the Scot rail line running through
Edinburgh Park Station to the south.

The surrounding area is predominantly characterised by business, office, and industrial uses.
The nearest existing residential properties are located approximately 200 metres to the north-
east and east of the site.

The site immediately adjoins the Younger Building and its associated car park, which occupy
the north-western portion of the same urban block. The Younger Building is three-storey office
building which has recently undergone renovation works. Further to the north, beyond
Redheughs Avenue is a cluster of three and four-storey office buildings. The area to the west is
mixed-use, though primarily comprising office developments. To the east, the local context
comprises a mix of office buildings, commercial premises, industrial facilities, and storage and
distribution centres. Notably, the site lies directly opposite a large UPS warehouse, as well as a
substantial vacant warehouse and former manufacturing premises, which until recently housed
Kloeckner Metals UK. A residential area is located at the outer eastern edge of this mixed-use
zone. To the south, the application site adjoins two bank headquarters buildings, accompanied
by a multi-storey car park. Beyond this, the area is bordered by the railway line.

The site is not located within a conservation area, nor is it in close proximity to any designated
heritage assets.

The site itself is not subject to any ecological designation and has limited existing biodiversity
or ecological features.

According to SEPA’s flood maps, the site is partially affected by surface water flooding and
flooding from a small watercourse

The accompanying Design and Access Statement (DAS) (Document C2) and Planning
Statement (Document C1) should be read in conjunction with this Appeal Statement, as together
these documents provide a more detailed context of the application site and wider area.

Emerging Context

The land to the south-west of the site is currently vacant, however, forms part of the Southern
Phase of Edinburgh Park known as the Southern Phase Masterplan.

There are multiple recently approved applications associated with the Southern Phase
Masterplan, brought forward by Parabola. This is detailed further within paragraphs 2.13 — 2.16
of the Planning Statement (Document C1).
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Planning History

Relevant site history for the Appeal Site is detailed in paragraphs 3.1 to 3.9 of the Planning
Statement (Document C1).

Previous Approval (22/05659/FUL)

Of particular note and relevance is Planning Permission 22/05659/FUL (‘the previous approval’)
which was granted on 04 October 2024 for six office buildings on the Appeal Site. The
Committee Report of the previous approval is provided as Document A10. Visualisations, details
and key commentary from the Committee Report of the previous approval are provided in
paragraphs 3.5 and 3.6 of the Planning Statement (Document C1). The previous approval
remains valid and constitutes a relevant material consideration for this application.

Considering the reasons for refusal of the Appeal Proposal, the Appellant draws the Reporter’s
attention to the commentary contained within the Committee Report of the previous approval
(Document A10), as highlighted below:

o “NPF4 Policy 1 gives significant weight to the global climate and nature crisis to ensure that
it is recognised as a priority in all plans and decisions. The proposed development
contributes to the spatial principles of ‘Compact Urban Growth' through the use of a vacant
site for sustainable, energy-efficient business/industrial development within an established
business/industry part of the city. “(Document A10, p.8)

e ‘It is noted that no residential uses are proposed, and that the proposal does not meet the
requirements for a 'mixed-use' development. Housing led mixed use development is
envisaged to the south west of Edinburgh Park at sub-plot EP1 and has been subject of
separate planning permissions. Consideration must be placed on the proportion of mixed-
use proposals within the area, and that the proposed office uses meet characteristics of the
designated area as a strategic business location. The applicant has provided justification
for the proposal within the Design and Access Statement, highlighting city-wide
requirements for high quality grade 'A' office spaces and promoting the replacement of
brownfield-land and surface car parking within the application site” (Document A10, p.7)

Application History
EIA Screening
First EIA Screening (25/03575/SCR)

An Environmental Impact Assessment (EIA) ‘Screening Opinion’ (Document C19) relating to the
proposed development was submitted to CEC on 9t July 2025 and a decision (Document A7)
was issued by CEC on 28™ July 2025. The CEC EIA Screening reference number was
25/03575/SCR. The decision summarised that:

“On the basis of the information provided and the assessment carried out in accordance with
the Town and Country Planning (Environmental Impact Assessment) (Scotland) Regulations
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2017) and Circular 1/2017 it is concluded that an EIA will not be required for this proposal.”
(Emphasis Added). The key points for this opinion are:

e The development is a schedule 2 development as it exceeds the threshold of 0.5 hectares.

e The site is not located within a sensitive area as defined under regulation 2 (1).

e There is impact from the development of the site however these impacts do not trigger the
requirements for an EIA.

e Itis not considered that the proposal will have a significant effect on the environment and
an Environmental Statement is not required.

o Appropriate surveys or mitigation would be considered as part of the planning application
process out with the EIA process.”

Second EIA Screening (25/04239/SCR)

On the 10th October 2025, CEC advised of their intention to carry out a secondary EIA screening
to address matters related to the consumption of electricity, effects of waste heat, operational
or embodied emissions of greenhouse gases or climate change impacts.

On 24th October 2025, an accompanying letter from Stantec Hydrock Limited (Document C19b)
was submitted to CEC, which provides additional information and clarification confirming that
the proposed development would not result in any significant effects on the environment that
would necessitate an EIA in relation to the matters raised.

An EIA Screening addendum letter (Document C19a) and the original EIA Screening Request
(Document C19) was also submitted to CEC confirming that no EIA is required.

On 29 October 2025, an EIA Screening Opinion Request Acknowledgement was received from
CEC, ref 25/04239/SCR.

A decision (Document A9) and accompanying report (Document A8) was issued by CEC on 18"
December 2025. The decision summarised that:

“On the basis of the information provided and the assessment carried out in accordance with
the Town and Country Planning (Environmental Impact Assessment) (Scotland) Regulations
2017) and Circular 1/2017. The screening opinion document sets out the detailed assessment
in this regard. This decision notice states the decision and summarises the key factors. It is
concluded that an EIA will not be required for this proposal.” (Emphasis Added). The key points
for this opinion are:

e The works are for the construction of a Green Data Centre with associated
infrastructure, landscaping, servicing, car and cycle parking; formation of public park
with sports facilities; and formation of active travel routes

e They have been assessed against the criteria in schedule 3 of the Town and Country
Planning (Environmental Impact Assessment) (Scotland) Regulations 2017

e [Itis not considered that the proposal will have a significant effect on the environment,
and an Environmental Statement is not required.
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e The site is brownfield land, and in an urban environment which is not defined as a

sensitive area.

e The sites’ location in Scotland supports use of renewable energy which will help reduce

the developments carbon footprint.

e The development will likely have a negligible impact on achieving national greenhouse

gas emissions reduction targets, as stated in NPF4.

e Specific methods regarding the efficiency of the building in terms of its water and energy

use can be assessed in detail through the planning application process.

o Necessary mitigation can be secured through the planning application process in

relation to waste heat, sustainability, noise, light, design, flood risk, landscaping and
ecology, including through the imposition of appropriate planning conditions, as outlined
in more detail in the screening opinion.

o As the development is a multi-stage consent (planning permission in principle) further

consideration of detailed design matters can be made at a subsequent stage (Approval
of Matters Specified in Conditions).”

Development Management Sub-Committee (DMSC)

The PPP application was recommended for approval and was referred to a Hearing at DMSC
on 04 February 2026. A copy of the Chief Planning Officer's report to the DMSC dated 04
February 2026 is attached as Document A4 (hereinafter referred to as ‘the DMSC Report’).

At its meeting on 04 February 2026, the Chief Planning Officer made a detailed presentation of
the proposed development, and notwithstanding this, the DMSC refused the planning
permission in principle for this application, contrary to the Officer's recommendation.

The Decision Notice is dated 09 February 2026 (Document A5), and in accordance with the
decision made by the DMSC, the reasons for refusal are:

1.

The proposal is contrary to NPF4 Policy 1 as it does not adequately address the climate
emergency.

The proposal is contrary to NPF4 Policy 2 as it does not demonstrate lifecycle greenhouse
gas emissions can be minimised.

The proposals is contrary to CityPlan 2030 Place Policy 19 - EP1 criteria as it does not
incorporate a mix of business and residential uses and does not extend the existing grid
layout to ensure a cohesive townscape or deliver sustainable movement through the site.

The reason why the Council made this decision is as follows:

The proposal is contrary to NPF4 Policy 1 as it does not adequately address the climate
emergency. The proposal is contrary to NPF4 Policy 2 as it does not demonstrate lifecycle
greenhouse gas emissions can be minimised. The proposals is contrary to CityPlan 2030
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Place Policy 19 - EP1 criteria as it does not incorporate a mix of business and residential
uses and does not extend the existing grid layout to ensure a cohesive townscape or deliver
sustainable movement through the site. The proposal is not considered to be a green data
centre as defined in NPF4 and there are no material planning considerations which
outweigh this conclusion.

413 In accordance with the 1997 Act, the Appeal should be determined in accordance with the
development plan unless material considerations indicate otherwise. The PPP application
documentation fully assessed the proposal against the development plan and all other material
considerations and found the proposal to be acceptable. The DMSC Report (Document A4) also
assessed the proposal in accordance with the requirements of the Act and recommended that
planning permission in principle be granted.
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5.5

Appeal Proposal

The description of development for the Appeal Proposal is as follows:

‘Planning permission in principle for erection of a Green Data Centre with associated
infrastructure, landscaping, servicing, car and cycle parking; formation of public park with sports
facilities; and formation of active travel routes; full approval for the siting of the data centre
development and public park; maximum height and limits of deviation of proposed development;
siting of active travel routes and points of vehicular access/egress.’

The purpose of the Appeal Proposal is to secure planning permission in principle for a
development that meets the latest requirements of a hyperscale green data centre. While the
Appellant is not a data centre operator, the site is intended to be acquired by a specific end user
or operator, who will bring forward a bespoke scheme through the Approval of Matters Specified
in Conditions (AMSC) process. The detailed design will be developed in line with the operator’s
specific needs, within the Development Parameters established through Appeal Proposal. An
illustrative scheme (Documents B4 — B9) is provided to demonstrate one possible, though not
definitive, approach to delivering the development within those parameters.

The Appellant has undertaken a constraint led assessment of the site, as explained further in
the DAS (Document C2), to establish the Development Parameters which meets market
requirements.

The Appeal Proposal seeks permission in principle for the green data centre and public park
use. In addition, the Appeal Proposal seeks full approval for the locations of the data centre
development and public park within the overall site (the ‘siting’), the maximum height of the
overall development and any limits of deviation to the siting and massing of the data centre
development, and for the location of an active travel route through the site and points of access
and egress.

The development parameters proposed by the Appeal Proposal are set out in the accompanying
Parameters Plans (Documents B2 & B3) which are formally submitted for approval and are
reproduced in Figures 8 and 9 of the Planning Statement (Document C1). One Parameter Plan
(Document B2) proposes the siting of the data centre, public park and active travel route, as
well as the location for site access. The other Parameters Plan (Document B3) proposes the
building footprint, maximum height and limits of deviation of proposed development. The
Parameters Plans illustrate and define the key elements that will guide future detailed AMSC
applications. More specifically, they include:

. Building Footprint Areas — Identifying the extent and location of the proposed buildable
areas.

. Building Height Parameters - Indicating the maximum height ranges for each
development zone. The height ranges from 5m (55.5m AOD) to 32.5m (83m AOD).

. No-Build Zones - Indicating areas where buildings will not be located to facilitate
appropriate internal access and landscaping
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5.8
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5.10

5.11

5.12

. Access Zones - Defining entry points for pedestrian, vehicular and wheeled access.

. Public Park Parameters - Identifying the location (‘siting’) of the new public park within
the overall site

These parameters collectively provide a flexible yet structured framework to ensure that the
detailed design and layout of the development can evolve while remaining within the boundaries
of what has been approved in principle.

Although the parameters within the parameters plan represent the maximum extent of any built
form, it is not expected that the final building design that will be submitted in the AMSC
application will extend to either the full height or footprint given in the Parameter Development
drawing. The maximum area of building set within the parameters would be approximately
65,000 sgm, and the accompanying illustrative scheme demonstrates a building with a GEA of
approximately 45,000sgm.

The Appeal Proposal is supported by an illustrative design (Documents B4 — B9) to demonstrate
one possible, though not definitive, approach to delivering the development within the
parameters set by this PPP application. The Appellant would invite conditions to the PPP
requiring future matters specified in conditions to be in accordance with the development
parameters. Such conditions have been proposed within the DMSC Report (Document A4).

The accompanying DAS (Documents C2) and Planning Statement (Documents C1) should be
read in conjunction with this Appeal Statement, as together these documents provide a more
detailed description of the proposed scheme and the context of the Appeal Site.

lllustrative Design
Green Data Centre

The site layout for the accompanying illustrative design (Documents B4 — B9) demonstrates
two separate data centre buildings together with the required site area for the provision of an
electrical substation (dedicated to the use of the data centre); the enclosed compounds for
stand-by generators and associated flues; loading mays and hard standing for delivery and
installation of mechanical and electrical plant; security lodge; district heating infrastructure; and
car parking. The data centre and associated infrastructure will be located on the eastern and
central portion of the Appeal Site.

The illustrative layout demonstrates the potential provision of 121 car parking spaces; 22
motorcycle spaces and 290 secure cycle racks.

The massing and overall form of the data centre will be lower than that of the previously
approved office development, which comprised six separate office blocks with building heights
exceeding 33m (83.85m AOD). The Appeal Proposal sets a parameter range of 20m to 32.5m
(83m AOD) in height for the data centre buildings. These height parameters are essential to
meet the technical requirements of the data centre and to ensure the feasibility of future detailed
design proposals. The proposed height range provides sufficient headroom to accommodate
three to four levels, including two floors dedicated to data halls and two floors for electrical

@ Scott Hobbs Planning 11



5.13

5.14
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5.16

5.17

5.18

5.19

5.20

5.21

5.22

infrastructure, office space, and associated support areas. Plant equipment will be located on
the roof with appropriate acoustic screening. Additionally, Building 01 has the potential to include
a basement level.

The illustrative design depicts a total building GEA of 43,470sqm, including 3,115sqgm of office
space.

The illustrative design demonstrates that the site will be protected by security-controlled gates
with an adjacent security lodge, and the site will be enclosed by security fencing. Where
possible, this fencing will be screened on the street frontages by existing and new tree planting
and hedges.

Other security measure such as CCTV and site lighting will also be required.

The new entrance (both vehicular and pedestrian) will be from Redheughs Avenue, where there
is currently an existing, wide pedestrian entrance to the previous Drummond House building
(now demolished). There will be a second, emergency exit road from the development, in the
southeast corner of the site, onto South Gyle Crescent.

The illustrative design has considered materials, textures and colours that might be used in the
final design development for the project. This is detailed further within the DAS (Document C2).
While data centres primarily require large, enclosed spaces, the inclusion of office areas,
meeting rooms, and social facilities for staff offers opportunities for varied fagade treatments.
These spaces can introduce window openings and allow for articulation through setbacks and
changes in roof height, enhancing the visual interest of the building’s perimeter.

The cooling equipment on the roof will produce noise, and sufficient sound attenuation will be
provided within the enclosing screen walls.

Tree removal will be required to facilitate the data centre, however, will be compensated for
within the proposed new park. The existing trees around the perimeter of the site will largely be
retained and protected which will maintain a landscaped streetscape.

Further details of the illustrative data centre scheme can be found within the DAS (Document
C2).

Public Park and Active Travel Route

The existing centrally located open space will be relocated to the western side of the site,
fronting Lochside Court and reconfigured as a new public park that will be fully accessible to all.

As detailed within the DAS (Document C2), a landscaped amenity area of approximately 1
hectare was originally provided for former employees of Drummond House and still exists on
the Appeal Site. This open space is centrally located and, as a result, is private in nature and
largely inaccessible for public use. The Appeal Proposal includes relocating this existing open
space from its current central position to the western side of the site to form a new public park
where it will benefit from direct public access from Lochside Court.
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The size of the new public park will be increased from the existing provision, amounting to
approximately 1.56 hectares. This ensures that no open space is lost as part of the proposed
development, while delivering a net gain in publicly accessible open space.

lllustrative designs (Documents B9) and landscaping schemes (Documents C4 & C4a) have
been provided to demonstrate the potential design of this public park and its ability to include
high-quality landscaping, sports facilities, active travel routes, multi-functional spaces, external
gym, biodiversity enhancement measures and SuDS features. As such, the location, design,
and accessibility of the new open space will represent a significant enhancement over the
existing site conditions.

An east-west active travel route will also be provided along the southern boundary of the Appeal
Site enhancing permeability and connecting the proposed new public park with the eastern
portion of Edinburgh Park. This route will connect South Gyle Crescent and Lochside Court and
will align with the primary pedestrian and cycle corridor identified on the Edinburgh City Plan
2030 Place 19 Proposals Map.

Further details of the illustrative public park scheme can be found within the accompanying
Landscape Design Statement (Documents C4 & C4a).
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6.7

National Development Status and Green Data Centre Definition

National Development Status

Green data centres are supported by the NPF4 and are recognised as National Development.
A National Development is a type of development that is identified as having national
significance for Scotland's long-term spatial strategy. These are set out in Part 3 of NPF4 and
are considered essential to achieving national planning outcomes.

NPF4 states that designation as a national development means that “the principle of the
development does not need to be agreed in later consenting processes (emphasis added),
providing more certainty for communities, business and investors.” (NPF4, p.97).

As such, the principle of a green data centre on the Appeal Site is firmly established by way of
its National Development status within NPF4.

This is supported by the Chief Planning Officer within the DMSC Report in which he states that:

“Green data centres fall under the 'Digital Fibre Network' classification in NPF4 designated as
national development where 'the principle of development does not need agreed in later
consenting processes”. (Document A4, p.9)

Green data centres are identified as part of National Development 12 — Digital Fibre Network,
which falls under the “Liveable Places” spatial principle of NPF4. The location for this National
Development encompasses the whole of Scotland, with its need set out in NPF4 as follows:

“This is a fundamentally important utility, required to support development, community
wellbeing, equal access to goods and services, and emissions reduction from reduced demand
for travel. This will help to deliver our spatial strategy by complementing a new emphasis of
living locally, and by helping to sustain and grow rural and island communities.” (NPF4 p.112)

The Appeal Proposal will help meet this identified need by supporting Scotland’s transition to a
digital economy which will enable businesses, communities, and public services to operate more
efficiently and with greater resilience. It will also contribute to the delivery of secure, low-carbon
digital infrastructure that facilitates digital activity while aligning with national net zero emissions
targets.

The principle of the green data centre is supported by the Chief Planning Officer within the
DMSC Report in which he states that:

“As outlined in the planning statement, there is increasing requirement for large purpose-built
facilities (as opposed to individual server rooms) with sufficient capacity to store high tech data
(e.g. artificial intelligence, cloud storage) to meet global demand for such services. The provision
of a large data centre in this location, on a brownfield site near existing infrastructure can help
support the efficient operations / technological advancement of communities, businesses, and
public services. In turn, helping to safeguard and future proof the economy. Additionally, its
acknowledged the storage of data within the country could help support national security.”
(Document A4, p.10)
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6.15

NPF4 provides further clarification around the meaning of national development status in the
context of the development management process as follows:

“Their designation is not intended to describe in detail how the projects should be designed,
matters to consider, or impact assessments and mitigation to be applied. In addition to the
statement of need at Annex B, decision makers for applications for consent for national
developments should take into account all relevant policies” (NPF4 p.97).

Consideration of other relevant planning policies is provided within the Planning Statement
(Document C1) and in this Appeal Statement. However, the fundamental principle of delivering
green data centre development is already established through their designation as a National
Development in NPF4. When the Development Plan is read and applied as a whole, this
represents a matter of significant material weight, as correctly recognised by the Chief Planning
Officer in his assessment.

Additionally, the UK and Scottish Governments have recently published several national
strategies and action plans aimed at positioning the UK as a global leader in Al and digital
innovation to drive economic growth and expand opportunity. These strategies include the UK
Compute Roadmap (Document D4); Scotland's Al Strategy 2026-2031 (Document D12) the Al
Opportunities Action Plan (Document D6); the UK’s Modern Industrial Strategy (Document D5)
and the Scotland Digital Strategy as detailed further in Section 6.0 of the Planning Statement
(Document C1).

How are Green Data Centres Defined?

While supported and recognised by NPF4 as national development, there is no clear established
definition of a “Green Data Centre” within NPF4.

Despite this, the Decision Notice (Document A5), states:

“The proposal is not considered to be a green data centre as defined in NPF4 and there are no
material planning considerations which outweigh this conclusion.”

The Appellant considers this reason to be fundamentally flawed and lacks evidential basis as
green data centres are not defined in NPF4.

Nevertheless, and without prejudice to the position set out above, it is considered appropriate
to consider other recognised definitions to demonstrate that the Appeal Proposal can reasonably
be regarded as satisfying the relevant definition and criteria of what constitutes a green data
centre.

On the 15 October 2025, Ariane Burgess, MSP for Highlands and Islands, Scottish Green Party,
lodged the following question (question reference: S6W-41362) to the Scottish Parliament, to
clarify the criteria are used to determine whether a data centre qualifies as a “green data centre”
under NPF4 (Document D11).

“Question:
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To ask the Scottish Government what criteria are used to determine whether a data centre
qualifies as a “green data centre” under the fourth National Planning Framework (NPF4), and
whether Al-focused data centres are included in the scope of national developments under
NPF4”

On 28 October 2025, this question was answered by lvan McKee MSP
‘Answer:

National Planning Framework 4 (NPF4) designates all green data centres of a major scale as
part of National Development 12: Digital Fibre Network. This includes Al-focused green data
centres meeting the major development criteria.

It will be for the planning authority to interpret and apply NPF4 according to the circumstances
of each individual case. To be considered a green data centre, planning authorities may wish to
consider criteria such as the extent to which the data centre is powered from renewable energy
sources; makes use of energy efficient technologies; seeks to minimise water consumption; and
supports the re-use of excess heat.”

In the absence of any policy or guidance provided by CEC as the planning authority, including
through the pre-application process, the Appellant considers that the Ministerial response is the
most appropriate definition of a green data centre available.

While the definition does not explicitly refer to locational criteria, when the development plan is
read as a whole, and with regard to relevant policies within the NPF4 such as Policy 9
(Brownfield, vacant and derelict land and empty buildings), it is evident that there is a preference
for the re-use of brownfield land with access to existing infrastructure. In addition, wider policy
considerations include the need to direct development towards locations that present lower
vulnerability to environmental hazards and that minimise potential impacts on ecology and
biodiversity. The Appeal Proposal’s compliance with these requirements is detailed in Section
7.0 of this Appeal Statement and has been clearly recognised by the Chief Planning Officer in
his assessment.

The Appeal Proposal is supported by a Energy and Sustainability Statement (Document C5)
and addendum (Document F1) and MEP Report (Document C7) which clearly demonstrates
that the Appeal Proposal meets this stipulated criteria, i.e. the extent to which the data centre is
powered from renewable energy sources; makes use of energy efficient technologies; seeks to
minimise water consumption; and supports the re-use of excess heat. This is also set out within
paragraphs 5.121 — 5.157 of the Planning Statement (Document C1).

In summary, the Energy and Sustainability Statement (Document C5) and its Addendum
(Document F1) reach the following conclusions regarding the Appeal Proposal under the
relevant criteria considered to define a green data centre under the 2025 ministerial question:

Extent to which the data centre is powered from renewable enerqy sources:

Data centres, by their nature, offer a consistent and reliable energy demand, which makes them
ideal candidates for integrating with renewable energy supply chains - particularly in Scotland,
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where there is a significant and growing supply of renewable electricity, providing additional
capacity. A Power Purchase Agreement (PPA) between the renewable energy generator and
the data centre operator can guarantee the availability and source of renewable energy. As
detailed in the Energy and Sustainability Statement (Document C5) and addendum (Document
F1), significant volumes of renewable energy are available from energy companies in Scotland,
generated from onshore and increasingly offshore wind, as well as photovoltaic and hydro
power. This availability makes a PPA feasible for companies with the required financial standing.
It is also anticipated that future detailed designs will incorporate solar panels to support the use
of green energy. This is accepted by the Chief Planning Officer within the DMSC report which
states:

“It is recognised the sites' location within Scotland would help reduce the developments carbon
footprint through use of renewable energy.” (Document A4, p.12)

This is also acknowledged within Scotland’s Al Strategy 2026-2031 (Document D12) which
states:

“Scotland enjoys outstanding natural resources, with established onshore and offshore wind
sectors and first mover advantage in floating offshore wind.... Al is energy-intensive and choices
have to be made about the allocation of capacity. The potential of Al to improve social and
economic outcomes across the country is critical in those judgements.

Scotland has an abundance of renewable electricity. In 2024 alone, we produced 38.4 TWh of
renewable electricity, the highest annual total ever recorded, and a 13.2% increase on the year
before. Scotland’s renewables transformation is far from complete There is 26.4 GW of new
renewable capacity in planning or consented pipelines, including large volumes of onshore wind,
offshore wind and solar. This pipeline is one of the largest in Europe relative to population.”
(Document D12, p.8)

Makes use of enerqy efficient technologies:

The Appeal Proposal will establish sufficient parameters to enable the delivery of a modern
hyperscale green data centre. These next-generation facilities are significantly more energy-
efficient than traditional data centres, owing to their use of advanced cooling technologies, highly
efficient hardware, and optimised energy performance made possible by their large-scale,
integrated design. As a result, they offer substantial environmental and operational efficiencies
compared to older, smaller-scale facilities. Additionally, data centres are essential for enabling
cloud storage, removing the need for individual office buildings to maintain their own on-site IT
server rooms. This centralisation of infrastructure significantly improves energy efficiency, as
purpose-built data centres operate with far greater optimisation in cooling, power usage, and
resource management compared to standalone systems in traditional office settings.

The parameters provided in the Appeal Proposal provide scope for the green data centre to
incorporate a range of best-practice sustainability and efficiency measures, including high-
efficiency Uninterruptible Power Supply (UPS) systems; Power Use Effectiveness (PUE)
optimisation technology; energy-efficient lighting and power system; green and alternative fuel
backup power systems; exhaust air purification systems; re-use of waste heat and energy-
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efficient cooling systems, including the use of free cooling where ambient air is utilised to reduce
energy demand.

Sustainable building materials and a fabric first approach can also be utilised as part of the
overall design strategy and can be secured at AMSC stage. A BREEAM Pre-assessment has
also demonstrated the data centre achieves a ‘Very Good’ performance criteria, as far as this
can be determined at this PPP stage (Document F2).

The ability of the Appeal Proposal to make use of energy efficient technologies was accepted
by the Chief Planning Officer within the DMSC report which states:

“The submitted Sustainability Statement outlines indicative measures which would help improve
their energy efficiency. These include use of low carbon materials / ancillary buildings, high
levels of insulation and energy-efficient cooling methods. More broadly, it is recognised the sites'
location within Scotland would help reduce the developments carbon footprint through use of
renewable energy. As this planning permission is in principle only, the developments detailed
design and specific sustainability measures incorporated would be considered through the AMC
application. A further sustainability statement for detail of all operational measures implemented
to reduce greenhouse gas emissions and climate change impacts has therefore been included
as a reserved matter to consider further. Regarding this, the buildings energy performance
would also be considered through building standards legislation with compliance demonstrated
through a UK approved methodology calculation.” (Document A4, p.12)

A condition (Condition 3(n)) requiring the submission, at the AMSC stage, of a Sustainability
Statement (including full details of all operational measures (including use of heating, hot water,
lighting, ventilation, and cooling systems) to make use of energy efficient technology has been
proposed and is acceptable to the Appellant.

Seeks to minimise water consumption:

The parameter design of the Appeal Proposal has been developed based upon efficient air
cooling technology which uses insignificant amounts of water as the cooling systems are sealed.
A deliberate decision has been taken to adopt a sealed, air-cooled approach specifically to avoid
high consumption technologies such as evaporative cooling or open loop systems. The Appeal
Proposal is based on this low water usage design.

As evidenced within the Energy and Sustainability Addendum (Document F1), water
consumption for the Appeal Proposal would be far less than would have been needed to the
previous buildings and extant office permission and will be served from the existing Scottish
Water mains infrastructure without affecting the local availability of water.

Scottish Water has raised no objection to the Appeal Proposal and any potential water use and
supported the closed loop cooling system .

Supports the re-use of excess heat:

The location of the Appeal Proposal presents a significant opportunity to contribute meaningfully
to local sustainability goals through the provision of low-carbon heat. By integrating waste heat
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recovery into the overall energy strategy, the Appeal Proposal will significantly reduce its
environmental footprint and support the development of a circular energy economy, in line with
Edinburgh Local Heat and Energy Efficiency Strategy Delivery Plan (Document D8).

To support this, the PPP parameter plans have allowed for space to accommodate district
heating infrastructure within the site. Given existing and emerging developments proposed in
the immediate vicinity, such as the Southern Phase (Parabola) Masterplan of Edinburgh Park,
the location of the site presents a significant opportunity to maximise the potential of waste heat
recovery. The location of the site, therefore, lends itself to working with the CEC and other
partners to use the data centre as an anchor load for any new District Heating schemes planned
for the area.

This is set out in detail in paragraphs 5.138 — 5.153 of the Planning Statement (Document C1)

This also aligns with Scotland's Al Strategy 2026-2031 which identifies one of its key action
priorities to “work with partners to identify and mobilise heat offtake opportunities on data centre
sites, correlating sites to planned district heat networks”. (Document D12, p.38).

The waste heat reuse potential of the Appeal Proposal, is expressly acknowledged by the Chief
Planning Officer in the DMSC report, which states:

“The site is located within 'Sighthill and Gyle' prospective heat network zone within Edinburgh's’
LHEES Delivery Plan: 2024 - 2028. These heat zones are identified as having greatest potential
for roll-out of heat networks. Data centres are identified as a potential heat source within this
area.

The submitted Energy and Sustainability Statement states that an advantage of a ‘green data
centre' is that waste heat can be re-purposed in mechanical piping and exported to a district
heat network. Additionally, it's stated that waste heat from the data centre could potentially serve
3,000 homes and be utilised by surrounding businesses. The indicative plans show provision
for an energy centre. In this regard, the development has potential to contribute to the
decarbonisation of homes. However, it is noted these identified heat network zones are
prospective at this stage.

A Heat and Power Plan is therefore required by condition to assess how recovered energy from
the development will be used to produce electricity and heat to assess in full against LDP policy
Inf 16, NPF 4 policy 19 a) and d). The applicant would also require separate regulatory consents
for any potential future energy connections. (Document A4, p.13)

A condition (Condition 9) requiring the submission, at the AMSC stage, of a Heat and Power
plan has been proposed and is acceptable to the Appellant.

In light of the information set out above, it is clear that the Appeal Proposal is sited and will
establish suitable parameters to enable the delivery of a green data centre.
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Development Plan

Section 25 of the Town and Country Planning (Scotland) Act 1997 (as amended) dictates that
planning applications should be determined in accordance with the Development Plan unless
material considerations indicate otherwise.

The relevant Development Plan comprises the National Planning Framework 4 (NPF4)
(Document D1), approved February 2023, and the Edinburgh City Plan 2030 (CP2030)
(Document D2) approved November 2024.

The national development status of the Appeal Proposal, as established by NPF4, has been
addressed in Section 6 above.

The courts have acknowledged that there may be some points in the Development Plan which
support the proposal but there may be some considerations pointing in the opposite direction.
The decision-maker requires to assess all of these and then decide whether in light of the whole
plan the proposal does or does not accord with it (Edinburgh City Council v Secretary of State
for Scotland, 1998 S.L.T. 120, per Lord Clyde at 127G-L).

That approach is reflected in NPF4, which states: “NPF4 should be read as a whole” (Annex A).

The Chief Planning Officer followed that approach. He summarised his position in relation to the
Development Plan at pages 1-2 of the DMSC Report (Document A4) and it is worthy of repetition
for ease of reference, as follows:

“Overall, the proposal complies with the Development Plan. It is in accordance with the LDP and
NPF 4. On balance, the merits of the proposal outweigh the infringements of policy. Subject to
developer contributions being secured towards open space and tram infrastructure the proposal
is acceptable.

The data centres' storage use, large scale and lack of grid layout do not fully comply with
Edinburgh Park Place 19 principles or wider vision to create a 'thriving" mix of uses.

However, the data centres help support delivery of 'digital infrastructure' a designated national
development identified as a fundamentally important utility in NPF 4. The public park provides
potential community benefit through delivery of accessible greenspace near potential future
homes and offices, supporting local living.

It has regard to the global climate and nature crises through re-use of brownfield land in a
sustainable location. Full details of sustainability measures incorporated and capacity to utilise
waste heat will be considered through an AMC application. The extent of tree loss is acceptable
subject to detailed replacement planting as required through condition. Conditions regarding
other environmental matters (ecology, flooding) have also been imposed.

Subject to further details, it is not anticipated to have an adverse impact on neighbours' amenity.
The buildings scale and siting (data centre / public park) are acceptable and other detailed
design matters will be considered through the AMC application. Conditions are also
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recommended with respect to all other matters (transport, archaeology, aerodrome
safeguarding, and contaminated land). The proposal is acceptable with regard to equalities, and
no human rights impacts have been identified. No other material considerations identified
outweigh this conclusion” (Document A4, p.1-2).

The recommendation is clear and well-reasoned, and the Appellant supports this conclusion. In
addressing the Development Plan in the following sections reference will be made to the Chief
Planning Officer’s position as outlined in the DMSC Report as it is mostly aligned with that of
the Appellant. It is also worthy of note that the Development Management Sub-Committee
agreed with the recommendation of the Chief Planning Officer in all matters other than those
limited points to which the reasons for refusal relate. Again, this position will be clarified
throughout this Appeal Statement.

NPF4 Policies 1 and 2: Sustainability, Climate Change and Greenhouse Gas (GHG)
Emissions

The first reason for refusal in the Decision Notice states: “The proposal is contrary to NPF4
Policy 1 as it does not adequately address the climate emergency.” (Document A5)

The second reason for refusal in the Decision Notice states: “The proposal is contrary to NPF4
Policy 2 as it does not demonstrate lifecycle greenhouse gas emissions can be minimised.”
(Document A5)

The Appeal Proposal’s compliance with NPF4 Policy 1 and NPF4 Policy 2 as well other relevant
sustainability policies within the Development Plan is set out in detail in paragraphs 5.121 —
5.157 of the Planning Statement (Document C1). The Appeal Proposal is also supported by an
Energy and Sustainability Statement (Document C5) and an addendum to this report (Document
F1) which clearly demonstrates that the Appeal Proposal can adhere to these policy
requirements.

A BREEAM Pre-Assessment (Document F2) has also been prepared for the purpose of this
appeal to provide further supporting evidence of the sustainability credentials of the proposal.
This BREEAM Pre-Assessment concludes that there is currently enough credits available for a
potential score of 66.52%, giving a comfortable Very Good rating to the Appeal Proposal. In
achieving a Very Good BREEAM rating, the Appeal Proposal will be going beyond compliance
with the criteria for a green data centre, as proscribed by the Scottish Government (Document
F2, p.9).

It is important to note that this application is for Planning Permission in Principle. Should
permission be granted, the detailed aspects of the development will be submitted for approval
at a later stage.

Accordingly, the details of the development are not yet fixed, and the information provided at
this stage is intended for illustrative purposes only, to demonstrate the standards that could be
achieved through the final design. As such, further detail on how these matters will be addressed
can be provided as part of the subsequent AMSC application phase. The Energy and
Sustainability Statement (Document C5), addendum (Document F1) and BREEAM Pre-
Assessment (Document F2) provide sufficient detail on how this can be achieved in the detailed
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design phase. This is in line with the NPF4 Planning Guidance Policy 2 (Document D13) which
states:

“Factors that may have a bearing on whether information is required to assess a proposal
against Policy 2, and if so whether this should be qualitative or quantitative include:

Uncertainty or lack of detail. For instance an application for planning permission in principle can
be used to establish the acceptability of a proposed development in principle without the level
of technical detail that accompanies an application for detailed permission. Whilst this lack of
detail does not itself preclude consideration of emissions reductions, the need for flexibility in
the future evolution of the detailed project proposal will need consideration. Where any
assumptions are made for assessment purposes, these should be clearly stated. It may also be
appropriate to require certain information at a later stage through conditions, provided the
relevant tests set out in Planning Circular 4/1998 are met.” (Document D13, p.15).

Paragraphs 6.11 - 6.36 of this Appeal Statement details how the Appeal Proposal can meet the
relevant criteria to be classified as “green data centre”.

As detailed in Paragraphs 6.1 — 6.10 of this Appeal Statement, green data centres are expressly
supported by the NPF4 and are recognised as National Development as part of National
Development 12 — Digital Fibre Network.

In designating green data centres as national developments, the Scottish Ministers have already
considered potential greenhouse gas impacts of such developments. Page 99 (Annex B —
National Developments Statements of Need) of NPF4 States:

“‘An assessment of the likely impact of each proposed national development’s lifecycle
greenhouse gas emissions on achieving national greenhouse gas emissions reductions targets
(with the meaning given in the Climate Change (Scotland) Act 2009) has been undertaken. The
assessment is based on the detail provided at the time of the assessment, and the conclusion
may alter depending on the nature and detail of the projects taken forward” (NPF4, p.112)

With specific reference to lifecycle greenhouse gas emissions associated with the Digital Fibre
Network, in which the Appeal Proposal falls, NPF4 states that:

“Depending on the nature of the projects taken forward and considering both direct and indirect
effects, the lifecycle greenhouse gas emissions assessment concludes this development will
likely have an overall negligible impact (Emphasis added) on achieving national greenhouse
gas emissions reduction targets” (NPF4, p.112)

Page 99 of NPF4 states that these finding were concluded from the following research project:
“Research project: Lifecycle Greenhouse Gas Emissions of NPF4 Proposed National
Developments Assessment Findings (LUC 2021)” (Document D7)

The executive summary of this report (Document D7) states:

“This report provides findings from the assessment of lifecycle greenhouse gas emissions of
proposed national developments.” (Document D7, p.4, Par.1)
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“The assessment provides initial separate conclusions on the overall direct effects and overall
indirect effects, before combining these in an overall summary of effect. This concludes whether
the effects of the proposed national development are net positive (decrease emissions) or net
negative (increase emissions)” (Document D7, p.4, Par. 5)

“For some of the proposed national developments direct effects may increase emissions in the
short term, but positive indirect effects may occur over the longer term. The overall summary
provides a judgement on the balance of direct and indirect greenhouse gas emissions”
(Document D7, p.4, Par. 6)

Page 37-39 of this report (Document D7) provides a summary of the GHG emissions for Digital
Fibre Network, which includes the consideration of green data centres. The overall summary of
effect is stated as:

“When direct and indirect effects are combined, it is likely that this development will have
negligible effects as the potential increases in maintenance travel and electricity use, and to
industrial, manufacture and construction processes should be counterbalanced by reduced
journeys from improved connectivity.

Conclusion: Depending on the nature of the projects taken forward and considering both direct
and indirect effects, the lifecycle greenhouse gas emissions assessment concludes this
development will likely have an overall negligible impact on achieving national greenhouse gas
emissions reduction targets. Uncertainty over the balance between reductions in travel and
increases in travel means there is low confidence in this conclusion.” (Document D7, p.37-39)

Accordingly, it is explicitly stated that this category of National Development will result in an
overall negligible impact on GHG emissions, and these conclusions have been incorporated into
NPF4.

This conclusion is expressly acknowledged by the Chief Planning Officer in the DMSC report,
which states:

“Regarding Green Data Centres, NPF 4 states this development will likely have an overall
negligible impact on achieving greenhouse gas emission reduction targets (depending on its
nature and direct / indirect effects).” (Document A4, p.12)

Given the National Development status of the Appeal Proposal, and the conclusions of NPF4 in
relation to this form of development, the acceptability of the development with reference to
climate change, the climate emergency and greenhouse gas emissions, has been firmly
established. The Scottish Government is therefore satisfied that green data centres can comply
with NPF4, including policies 1 and 2.

As the Appeal Proposal seeks planning permission in principle, the detailed design of the green
data centre will be established in the subsequent AMSC phase. As such, the final layout and
the specific technologies incorporated to reduce carbon emissions will be established at the
AMSC stage. Nevertheless, the Appeal Proposal is supported by an Energy and Sustainability
Statement (Document C5) and addendum (Document F1) which demonstrates how the Appeal
Proposal can facilitate appropriate technologies and design measures to minimise lifecycle

@ Scott Hobbs Planning 23



7.25

7.26

7.27

7.28

7.29

7.30

7.31

greenhouse gas emissions as far as possible, in accordance with NPF4 Policy 1 and 2. A
summary of this is provided below.

The PPP will establish sufficient parameters to enable the delivery of a modern hyperscale
green data centre. These next-generation facilities are significantly more energy-efficient than
traditional data centres, owing to their use of advanced cooling technologies, highly efficient
hardware, and optimised energy performance made possible by their large-scale, integrated
design. As a result, they offer substantial environmental and operational efficiencies compared
to older, smaller-scale facilities. This centralisation of infrastructure significantly improves
energy efficiency, as purpose-built data centres operate with far greater optimisation in cooling,
power usage, and resource management compared to standalone systems in traditional office
settings.

A Power Purchase Agreement (PPA) between the renewable energy generator and the data
centre operator can guarantee the availability and source of green energy. Significant volumes
of renewable energy are available from energy companies in Scotland which makes a PPA
feasible for companies with the required financial standing. The illustrative plans demonstrate
suitable space for infrastructure to enable this to occur. It is also anticipated that future detailed
designs will incorporate solar panels to support the use of green energy

The parameters to be approved provide scope for the green data centre to incorporate a range
of best practice sustainability and efficiency measures, including high-efficiency Uninterruptible
Power Supply (UPS) systems; Power Use Effectiveness (PUE) optimisation technology;
avoidance of natural gas; the use of low carbon materials for construction; energy-efficient
lighting and power system; green and alternative fuel backup power systems; exhaust air
purification systems and energy-efficient cooling systems, including the use of free cooling
where ambient air is utilised to reduce energy demand.

Sustainable building materials and a fabric first approach will be utilised as part of the overall
design strategy and can be secured at AMSC stage.

The parameter design of the green data centre has been developed based upon energy efficient
air cooling, closed-loop systems which uses insignificant amounts of water as the cooling
systems are sealed.

The location of the Appeal Proposal presents the opportunity to contribute meaningfully to local
sustainability goals through the provision of low-carbon heat. To support this, the parameter
plans have allowed for space to accommodate a district heating network operator’s energy plant
within the site. This provision is illustrated on the indicative plans, located to the north of the site.

The ability of the Appeal Proposal to incorporate technologies and design measures to minimise
lifecycle greenhouse gas emissions as far as possible was accepted by the Chief Planning
Officer within the DMSC report which states:

“The submitted Sustainability Statement outlines indicative measures which would help improve
their energy efficiency. These include use of low carbon materials / ancillary buildings, high
levels of insulation and energy-efficient cooling methods. More broadly, it is recognised the sites’
location within Scotland would help reduce the developments carbon footprint through use of
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renewable energy. As this planning permission is in principle only, the developments detailed
design and specific sustainability measures incorporated would be considered through the AMC
application. A further sustainability statement for detail of all operational measures implemented
to reduce greenhouse gas emissions and climate change impacts has therefore been included
as a reserved matter to consider further. Regarding this, the buildings energy performance
would also be considered through building standards legislation with compliance demonstrated
through a UK approved methodology calculation.” (Document A4, p.12)

As such, itis evident that the Appeal Proposal can be designed to minimise lifecycle greenhouse
gas emissions as far as possible and to adapt to current and future risks from climate change
in accordance with Policy 1 and 2 of NPF4. A condition (Condition 3(n)) requiring the
submission, at the AMSC stage, of a Sustainability Statement (including full details of all
operational measures (including use of heating, hot water, lighting, ventilation, and cooling
systems) to make use of energy efficient technology has been proposed and is acceptable to
the Appellant.

The refusal of the PPP application ignores the inherent characteristics of an application for
planning permission in principle, which involves reserving the details of the development for
future approval and fails to explain why the proposed conditions were not considered sufficient,
and why other conditions could not have addressed these matters.

Furthermore, beyond the incorporation of low-carbon technologies and design features, the
Appeal Proposal has been appropriately sited with consideration of the global climate and nature
crises and to minimise lifecycle greenhouse gas emissions.

The Appeal Proposal makes efficient use of a previously developed, vacant urban brownfield
site, thereby avoiding the need to develop greenfield land that might otherwise be required to
accommodate a national development of this scale. This aligns with NPF4 Policy 9 (Brownfield,
vacant and derelict land and empty buildings). This is expressly acknowledged by the Chief
Planning Officer in the DMSC report, which states:

“It has regard to the global climate and nature crises through re-use of brownfield land in a
sustainable location.” (Document A4, p. 2)

The site’s location also provides the essential infrastructure required for operations, including
electrical, telecommunications, and water services, which may not otherwise be readily
available on an alternative site.

The Appeal Proposal is sited such that it will not adversely impact any protected species,
ecological interests or biodiversity, and it has the potential to deliver a biodiversity net gain
through the creation of a new public park. The parameter plans, supported by the illustrative
landscape design and strategy, demonstrate that there is ample space to integrate biodiversity
enhancement measures, guided by the findings of the Ecological Assessment Report. The
submitted design shows the potential for extensive planting with a diverse mix of native trees
and plant species, promoting habitat creation and ecological resilience. In addition, the
development will introduce substantial new areas of open space designed to support local
wildlife, improve biodiversity, and contribute positively to a range of ecosystem functions. This
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is expressly acknowledged by the Chief Planning Officer in the DMSC report, which states:

“Furthermore, the survey did not identify any other protected species, and their presence is
unlikely given the sites urban context. Additionally, a range of enhancement measures have
been outlined including native tree planting, wetland habitat areas, and sustainable urban
drainage (SUDs) areas.” (Document A4, p.15)

The Appeal Proposal is sited in a location with significant potential to sustainably redistribute
recovered heat to serve nearby residential, commercial, and community buildings. Given
existing and emerging developments proposed in the immediate vicinity, such as the Southern
Phase (Parabola) Masterplan of Edinburgh Park, the location of the site presents a significant
opportunity to maximise the potential of waste heat recovery. The site is also located within the
Heat Network Zone 14: Sighthill & Gyle identified within the Edinburgh Local Heat and Energy
Efficiency Strategy Delivery Plan: 2024 — 2028 (Document D8). This document highlights the
potential of the area and specifically recognises that data centres can play a role in meeting
local heat demand requirements.

This is detailed further within paragraphs 7.176 — 7.185 of this Appeal Statement. This is
expressly acknowledged by the Chief Planning Officer in the DMSC report, which states:

’

“The site is located within 'Sighthill and Gyle' prospective heat network zone within Edinburgh'’s
LHEES Delivery Plan: 2024 - 2028. These heat zones are identified as having greatest potential
for roll-out of heat networks. Data centres are identified as a potential heat source within this
area.... Additionally, it's stated that waste heat from the data centre could potentially serve 3,000
homes and be utilised by surrounding businesses. The indicative plans show provision for an
energy centre. In this regard, the development has potential to contribute to the decarbonisation
of homes.” (Document A4, p.15)

This also aligns with Scotland's Al Strategy 2026-2031 which identifies one of its key action
priorities to “work with partners to identify and mobilise heat offtake opportunities on data centre
sites, correlating sites to planned district heat networks”. (Document D12, p.38).

The Appeal Site has low vulnerability to environmental hazards or potential impacts from climate
change. A Flood Risk Assessment (Document C13) and Surface Water/Drainage Strategy
(Document C17) have been submitted with the Appeal Proposal, demonstrating that the overall
flood risk is low and that future detailed designs can comply with relevant flood and water
management policies. Sustainable Urban Drainage Systems (SuDS) have also been considered
and can be integrated into the final design.

The Appeal Site is well served by public transport, with Edinburgh Park Train Station, Edinburgh
Park Central Tram Stop, and multiple bus stops located in the immediate vicinity. It is also
connected to established local walking and cycling routes, ensuring strong accessibility for
active travel. This is expressly acknowledged by the Chief Planning Officer in the DMSC report,
which states:

“The site is also well connected to sustainable transport modes which helps encourage transport
by sustainable means.” (Document A4, p.15)

@ Scott Hobbs Planning 26



7.43

7.44

7.45

7.46

7.47

7.48

7.49

The Energy and Sustainability Statement Addendum also provides a comparison of the
estimated annual carbon emissions of the Appeal Site with those of other UK data centre sites
and against the UK 2030 grid target, thereby illustrating the significant carbon emission savings
arising from the location of the Appeal Proposal (Document F1, Section 4.2.2.2).

Furthermore, Scotland's Al Strategy 2026-2031 states that the development of Al and Al
infrastructure, such as green data centres, is critical in addressing the climate emergency and
net-zero ambitions. it states:

“Al is critical to Scotland’s net-zero ambitions and Scottish organisations are developing Al
solutions for environmental monitoring, biodiversity assessment, land-use planning and grid
optimisation. While satellite imagery analysis and Al enabled sensing technologies support
data-driven environmental stewardship at scale, businesses in Scotland are also adopting Al to
support energy systems, forecast demand, optimise grid performance and reduce emissions.
These capabilities reinforce Scotland’s leadership in green technologies and ability to attract
environmentally focused investment.” (Document D12, p.12)

As such, it is evident that the Appeal Proposal has been sited to minimise lifecycle greenhouse
gas emissions as far as possible and to adapt to current and future risks from climate change
in accordance with Policy 1 and 2 of NPF4

NPF4 Policy 9: Brownfield and Vacant Land

This policy seeks to promote and facilitate the reuse of brownfield, vacant and derelict land and
empty buildings, and to help reduce the need for greenfield development.

The Appeal Proposal’s compliance with this policy is set out in detail in paragraphs 5.16 — 5.18
of Planning Statement (Document C1).

The Appeal Proposal seeks to reuse a vacant brownfield site to facilitate a development of
national priority. The site is sustainably located, making efficient use of existing infrastructure
and energy sources, and crucially, avoids the loss of any greenfield land that might otherwise
be required to accommodate a national development of this scale. This was accepted by the
Chief Planning Officer within the DMSC report which states:

“Whilst the LDP does not make any specific reference to preferred locations for data centres, it
is recognised they are of a significant footprint through operational requirements. Their re-use
of this vacant, brownfield site can benefit from a proximity to existing infrastructure in this
connected, brownfield location. It provides a source of employment in a sustainable location. In
turn, it helps reduce the need for greenfield development. In this regard, the proposal complies
with LDP policy Env 7 and NPF 4 policy 9 a)” (Document A4, p.12).

CP2030 Place Based Policy - Place 19 Edinburgh Park/South Gyle

The Appeal Site is situated within the West Edinburgh Place-Based Policy Area as set out in
CP2030. Specifically, it lies within Place 19: Edinburgh Park/South Gyle, an area identified for
its strategic economic significance and development potential. The location of the Appeal Site
within this Place 19 policy map is demonstrated in Figure 10 within the Planning Statement
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(Document C1) and Map 26 within CP2030 (Document D2, p.79, Map 26).

Within Place 19 (Edinburgh Park/South Gyle), the site is located in an area identified as Area
“EP1” which recognises the area as a “Mixed use area, business, residential and ancillary uses
and commercial hub”. Place Policy 19 supports development which maintains the strategic
employment role of the area and introduces a wider mix of uses. The site itself is identified for
mixed use redevelopment and new green/open space. It is important to note that the site is not
identified for housing-led mixed redevelopment which is located to the south-east of the Place
19 Map (Document D2, p.79, Map 26). Place 19 Map 26 refers to EP1 as “Mixed use area,
business, residential and ancillary uses and commercial hub”. Plainly, the ‘area’ identified as
EP1 in the plan requires this mix of uses and has been successful in facilitating planning
permissions for this mix, given the planning permission for some 2,000 homes in the south-west
part of the EP1 area (the Parabola site) and an arena approved in 2024 on the south side of the
EP1 area.

There is, on the plain wording of EP1, no requirement to have residential as part of the mix of
uses on all sites in the EP1 area. This is confirmed by Map 26 itself which, in relation to the
Appeal Site, identifies the mix as ‘Mixed use redevelopment (short/long term)’. No reference to
residential is included, unlike the sites to the south-west (the Parabola site) which refers to
‘Housing-led mixed redevelopment’.

The third reason for refusal in the Decision Notice states: “The proposals is contrary to CityPlan
2030 Place Policy 19 - EP1 criteria as it does not incorporate a mix of business and residential
uses and does not extend the existing grid layout to ensure a cohesive townscape or deliver
sustainable movement through the site.” (Document A5) This reason is a misinterpretation of
Place Policy 19, which, as mentioned above, identifies the site for mixed use redevelopment
and new green/ open space, and does not specifically require residential use in this location on
the Place 19 Map.

An assessment of the Appeal Proposal’'s compliance with relevant CP2030 Place Policy 19
requirements is set out in detail in paragraphs 5.11 — 5.15 and Table 1 (Place 19 Assessment)
of the Planning Statement (Document C1). This Appeal Statement does not seek to repeat the
full assessment. Instead, it highlights the key aspects of that assessment to establish that the
reason for refusal is unjustified and to demonstrate that the Appeal Proposal is acceptable and
accords with the Place 19 policy framework.

Mix of Uses and Cohesive Townscape

CP2030 states that West Edinburgh is identified as a potential area for nationally important
economic development through the delivery of an International Business Gateway. CP2030
further states that the “City Plan continues to support economic development opportunities
within West Edinburgh whilst introducing a balanced mix of uses that promote healthy,
sustainable lifestyles”.

As outlined within paragraphs 6.1 — 6.10 of this Appeal Statement, the national development
status of the Appeal Proposal establishes the acceptability of the principle of development on
the site. As such, the principle of the use on the site and within Place 19 is firmly established.
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The Appeal Proposal will provide a mix of uses on the site and a wider mix of uses for the area.
In addition to national significant infrastructure, the illustrative design demonstrates that the
Appeal Proposal has the potential to deliver approximately 3,115 sgm of office space associated
with the data centre use. The Appeal Proposal would also provide a new public park for the
benefit of the surrounding community. It would also include the opportunity for a district heating
network operator’s energy plant within the site to facilitate waste heat export. As such, it delivers
a clear mix of uses including a valuable area of public open space that would serve the
surrounding mixed-use area. The was accepted by the Chief Planning Officer within the DMSC
report which states:

“The data centres would contribute to the wider mix of uses within Edinburgh Park” (Document
A4, p.8)

“However, the proposal includes a new public park to the sites west with the indicative plan
showing a mix of sport and recreation use. Regarding this, Parks & Greenspace has confirmed
they would be open to its future adoption and maintenance. Recreation and sporting activity
could bring increased footfall and use into the evening / night time. It would also provide
additional greenspace provision for future residents of residential and mixed-use developments
within Edinburgh Park and more permeability with pedestrian links through the site.” (Document
A4, p.9)

“In this context, delivery of the public park would provide increased activity on part of the site, a
wider mix of uses and some mitigation for the data centres.” (Document A4, p.9)

Housing as a component of the Appeal Proposal is not appropriate in the context of national
development objectives. The proposed parameters are essential to make this nationally
significant project feasible, and co-location with residential on the site is not practical due to
functional and security considerations. Furthermore, the retention of open space within the site
significantly limits the capacity to practically accommodate housing alongside the proposed use.
Given the Appeal Proposal’s designation as a national priority, and in light of the substantial
levels of housing already approved elsewhere in the EP1 area in accordance with CP2030
Policy 19 Map 26, a residential component as part of the Appeal Proposal is neither necessary
to be compliant with Place 19, nor appropriate from a practical perspective.

Furthermore, the Appeal Site benefits from an extant planning permission for a mono-use
business development (CEC ref: 22/05659/FUL — Approved October 2024 — Document A10),
which did not include any residential use. This is an important material consideration. The details
of the previous application are outlined further in paragraphs 4.2 — 4.3. Additionally, the site has
not previously been used for housing or any other residential use.

There has therefore been no historic requirement for a mix of business and residential uses on
the Appeal Site or within this part of Place 19, and it is unreasonable for this position to change
in the current instance. The DMSC report for the previous application (22/05659/FUL -
Document A10) notes that consideration must be given to the proportion of mixed-use proposals
within the area; that housing mixed use developments are envisioned south-west of Edinburgh
Park (rather than the Appeal Site which is located to the north-east); and the characteristics of
the strategic business location. It sates:
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“It is noted that no residential uses are proposed, and that the proposal does not meet the
requirements for a ‘mixed-use’ development. Housing led mixed use development is envisaged
to the south west of Edinburgh Park at sub-plot EP1 and has been subject of separate planning
permissions. Consideration must be placed on the proportion of mixed-use proposals within the
area, and that the proposed office uses meet characteristics of the designated area as a
strategic business location. The applicant has provided justification for the proposal within the
Design and Access Statement, highlighting city-wide requirements for high quality grade 'A’
office spaces and promoting the replacement of brownfield-land and surface car parking within
the application site” (Document A10, p.7)

The Appeal Proposal will deliver significant value and benefit to this strategic business location
of Edinburgh Park and will not prejudice its function or vision as a strategic business and mixed-
use location. The Appeal Proposal will promote the growth of high-skill business sectors and
strengthen national digital infrastructure. This will enable businesses within the surrounding
business park to expand, innovate and remain resilient in response to future technological and
market demands. The presence of nationally significant digital infrastructure is also likely to act
as a catalyst for inward investment, attracting innovative enterprises and encourage co-location
opportunities for start-ups and technology firms. In doing so, the Appeal Proposal will further
support and reinforce the strategic business function of the area, rather than undermine it.

Furthermore, substantial levels of housing have already been approved within the surrounding
area, most notably within Southern Phase (Parabola) Masterplan of Edinburgh Park which has
permission for some 2,000 new homes. In this context, the absence of residential development
within the Appeal Proposal would not undermine the overarching mixed-use vision for the area.
The Development Plan does not stipulate that every individual site must deliver housing; rather,
it seeks to secure an appropriate balance of uses across the wider allocation.

Careful consideration has been given to the siting of the green data centre and the new public
park to ensure alignment with both the existing and future business, industrial and residential
elements of Edinburgh Park and Place 19. The data centre will be located on the eastern portion
of the site. Its eastern siting ensures that the data centre will not directly adjoin any residential
properties; instead, it will be located adjacent to South Gyle Crescent, where neighbouring
buildings and sites are predominantly industrial and commercial in character. The siting of the
data centre is also on the outer north-eastern edge of Place 19 “EP1” and adjoins “EP3” and
EP4” which are identified as business led redevelopment areas. This is expressly acknowledged
by the Chief Planning Officer in the DMSC report, which states:

“...itis also recognised large industrial style buildings in storage / distribution use border South
Gyle Crescent to the sites east. In this regard, whilst acknowledged the data centres' generally
do not accord with the areas' wider place principles their storage use would not be at odds with
the existing character of this north-east side of Edinburgh Park. Given this, and no wider impacts
from this storage use are anticipated, the proposal would not prejudice the primary business
function of the area.” (Document A4, p.9)

The proposed public park has been strategically positioned on the western portion of the site to
maximise accessibility and long-term amenity value in support of the emerging Southern Phase
(Parabola) mixed-use masterplan. This relocation places the open space in closer proximity to
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the future residential and mixed-use elements of Edinburgh Park, ensuring it serves as a key
communal asset for the emerging population. The relocation of the open space enables the
creation of a high-quality, multifunctional public realm that is easily accessible. This is expressly
acknowledged by the Chief Planning Officer in the DMSC report, which states:

“The proposed replacement greenspace could bring local benefit as it is intended to be used as
a public park. It is also larger (1.56 ha) than the existing green space (1 ha) and is more
immediately accessible.” (Document A4, p.10)

Grid Layout, Cohesive Townscape and Sustainable Movement through the Site

The Appeal Proposal is designed to complement both the existing and future envisioned grid
layout of Edinburgh Park. The buildings are proposed to be in the central and eastern parts of
the site and have been positioned to reflect the development pattern established by the site’s
previous use and the extant planning permission. The building form and access arrangements
have been planned to sensitively relate to Redheughs Avenue to the north and South Gyle
Crescent to the east.

The Appeal Proposal also includes new publicly accessible open space on the western side of
the site, with direct access from Lochside Court. This new open space will replace the existing
central open area, access to which has historically been intended for employees of the former
bank premises at the Appeal Site, and not readily available for public use.

Moreover, the Appeal Proposal will provide improved active travel routes through the site. The
existing (and pre-demolition) site conditions do not allow permeability through the site, and
access is restricted, with circulation only possible around the northern site perimeter. This is
expressly acknowledged by the Chief Planning Officer in the DMSC report, which states:

“The sites previous office use aligned more closely with the areas' infended employment role.
However, the buildings' large-scale with restricted permeability, mono-use and car park failed
to contribute to wider Edinburgh Park place-making principles” (Document A4, p.9)

A new active travel link will be created along the southern boundary, enhancing permeability
and connecting the proposed new public park with the eastern portion of Edinburgh Park. This
route will align with the primary pedestrian and cycle corridor identified on the Place 19
Proposals Map and will deliver sustainable movement through the site. The new active travel
route is included in the Parameter Plan - Siting (Document B2) and approval of its siting is
sought in the description of development, adding to its certainty of delivery.

Additionally, to address that lack of a footway on the east side of Lochside Court; the new open
space has the potential to provide a north-south pedestrian and cycle route adjacent to Lochside
Court. The access points onto Lochside Court will link to safe crossing points to the existing
footway on the west side of Lochside Court and the wider pedestrian network beyond. This is
detailed further in the Landscape Design Statement (Document C4 & C4a)

While it is acknowledged that the Appeal Proposal does not facilitate the indicative secondary
pedestrian and cycle route to the north of the site, as identified on the Place 19 Proposals Map,
it is considered that this is not appropriate in the context of a nationally important development.
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The nature of the data centre use necessitates enhanced security measures, and providing a
route through this section of the site is not practical or feasible. It is considered that this would
not unreasonably impact the accessibility or permeability of the area, as the route in question is
a secondary connection that terminates at the site and directly adjoins Redheughs Avenue,
which also provides access through Edinburgh Park adjacent to this.

The ability of the Appeal Proposal to facilitate sustainable movement through the site expressly
acknowledged by the Chief Planning Officer in the DMSC report, which states:

“The parameter plans include a primary pedestrian / cycle route connecting Lochside Court
and South Gyle Cresent. Its position is broadly in line with this route within LDP policy Place
19 and is therefore acceptable.

The indicative proposals also include routes through the public park on the sites' west side
and to the south boundary.

The position of the data centre would impact on a proposed secondary cycle / pedestrian route
in the LDP to the sites north-east. However overall, the indicative routes would improve the
sites connectivity to the surrounding area helping contribute to the overall provision of active
travel infrastructure. The proposal therefore complies with the intentions of LDP policy Place
19 h)” (Document A4, p.14)

Conclusion

The reasons for refusal are contrary to the advice of the Chief Planning Officer and relevant
consultees, are unsupported by substantive evidence, and have been comprehensively refuted
above.

The Appeal Proposal is located and sited to address the climate emergency and minimise
lifecycle greenhouse gas emissions, in accordance with NPF4 Policies 1 and 2. The Appeal
Proposal makes efficient use of a previously developed, vacant urban brownfield site which
provides the essential infrastructure required for operations in accordance with NPF4 Policy 9.
It is also sited in a location with significant potential to sustainably redistribute recovered heat in
accordance with NPF4 Policy 19. The Appeal Site has low vulnerability to environmental
hazards or potential impacts from climate change will not adversely impact any protected
species, ecological interests or biodiversity. The Appeal Site is also well served by public
transport and adheres to local living objectives.

The detailed design of the green data centre will be established in the subsequent AMSC phase.
As such, the final design and the specific technologies incorporated to reduce greenhouse gas
will be established at the AMSC stage and can be secured by appropriate conditions.
Nevertheless, the accompanying Energy and Sustainability Statement (Document C5) and
addendum (Document F1) and MEP Report (Document C7) demonstrates how the Appeal
Proposal can facilitate appropriate technologies and design measures to minimise lifecycle
greenhouse gas emissions as far as possible, in accordance with NPF4 Policy 1 and 2.

Furthermore, the National Development status of the Appeal Proposal, and the conclusions of
NPF4 in relation to the Digital Fibre Network, establish the acceptability of the development with
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reference to climate change, the climate emergency and greenhouse gas emissions. NPF4
explicitly states that this category of National Development will result in an overall negligible
impact on GHG emissions.

The proposal aligns with the overarching Place 19 based policy for the Edinburgh Park/South
Gyle area, which identifies it as a mixed-use location with strong potential for high-value,
nationally significant economic development. The Appellant has demonstrated that Place 19
(and its associated text and Map 26) does not require housing as part of the mix of uses sought
on every site in the EP1 area.

The Appeal Proposal will provide a mix of uses on the site and a wider mix of uses for the area,
including a new enhanced public park for the benefit of the surrounding community. The Appeal
Proposal will deliver significant value and benefit to this strategic business location of Edinburgh
Park and will not prejudice its function or vision as a strategic business and mixed-use location.
Careful consideration has been given to the siting of the green data centre and the new public
park to ensure alignment with both the existing and future business, industrial and residential
elements of Edinburgh Park and Place 19. Moreover, the Appeal Proposal will provide improved
active travel routes through the site.

Matters Not in Dispute

The sections below set out the extensive matters agreed between the Chief Planning Officer,
the DMSC and the Appellant which did not form reasons for refusal of the application. These
matters were therefore accepted as either being in accordance with policy or not giving rise to
unacceptable impacts that would warrant refusal.

This section cross-refers to the relevant parts of the Planning Statement and includes extracts
from the DMSC Report which support this position.

Principle

NPF4 Policy 9 (Brownfield, vacant and derelict land and empty buildings). This policy
seeks to promote and facilitate the reuse of brownfield, vacant and derelict land and empty
buildings, and to help reduce the need for greenfield development.

The Appeal Proposal’s compliance with this policy is set out in detail in paragraphs 5.16 — 5.18
of Planning Statement (Document C1), and paragraphs 7.46 — 7.48 of this Appeal Statement.

Accordingly, the Chief Planning Officer, DMSC, and the Appellant are aligned in their position
that the Appeal Proposal accords with Policy 9 of NPF4.

NPF4 Policy 24 (Digital infrastructure). This policy seeks to encourage, promote and facilitate
the rollout of digital infrastructure across Scotland to unlock the potential of all our places and
the economy.

The Appeal Proposal’s compliance with this policy is set out in detail in paragraphs 5.19 — 5.25
of the Planning Statement (Document C1). The Appeal Proposal receives significant support
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from this policy. The development will deliver future-proofed, essential digital infrastructure on
a national scale and aligns with national programmes for the deployment of digital infrastructure.

The importance of Green Data Centres as digital infrastructures is expressly acknowledged by
the Chief Planning Officer within the DMSC report which states:

“Green Data Centres are supported by NPF4 through their national development status to
support enhanced digital service provision....there is increasing requirement for large purpose-
built facilities (as opposed to individual server rooms) with sufficient capacity to store high tech
data (e.g. artificial intelligence, cloud storage) to meet global demand for such services. The
provision of a large data centre in this location, on a brownfield site near existing infrastructure
can help support the efficient operations / technological advancement of communities,
businesses, and public services. In turn, helping to safeguard and future proof the economy.
Additionally, its acknowledged the storage of data within the country could help support national
security. A condition has been imposed that the buildings are to be used only as green data
centres and no other storage use, to ensure the proposal helps support the digital fibre network.
Overall, the proposal complies with NPF 4 policy 24.” (Document A4, p.10).

As detailed within the DAS (Document C2) and throughout the Planning Statement (Document
C1), the parameters for the proposed green data centre have been carefully situated to minimise
visual and amenity impacts.

Accordingly, the Chief Planning Officer, DMSC, and the appellant are aligned in their position
that the Appeal Proposal accords with Policy 24 of NPF4.

NPF4 Policy 25 (Community wealth building). This policy seeks to promote a new strategic
approach to economic development that also provides a practical model for building a wellbeing
economy at local, regional and national levels. The Appeal Proposal represents nationally
significant digital infrastructure that will enhance the functioning, resilience, and growth potential
of the economy across all spatial levels.

The Appeal Proposal’s compliance with this policy is set out in detail in paragraphs 5.26 — 5.36
of the Planning Statement (Document C1).

The local and wider economic benefit of the Appeal Proposal is expressly acknowledged by the
Chief Planning Officer within the DMSC report which states:

“The Commercial Development & Investment consultee response estimates the data centres
could be expected to support 39 full time jobs with £4.089 million GVA per annum. However,
whilst this on-site employment seems low for the developments' large scale, the data centres
have potential to bring local and wider economic benefit...The provision of a large data centre
in this location, on a brownfield site near existing infrastructure can help support the efficient
operations / technological advancement of communities, businesses, and public services. In
turn, helping to safeguard and future proof the economy.” (Document A4, p.10).

Although the Chief Planning Officer acknowledged the economic benefits associated with the
Proposal, the Appellant considers the job and GVA figures provided in the Council’s Commercial
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Development & Investment consultee response to be underestimated and not fully
representative of the Appeal Proposal’s potential economic benefits.

The Appeal Proposal represents a major investment in Edinburgh. Savills estimate a cost per
MW IT load of between £7m and £13m. For a 99 MW data centre, this translates into £700m to
£1.3bn - i.e. on a central estimate this is a £1bn investment. Locally, the Appeal Proposal is
anticipated to support 270 jobs (direct, indirect, and induced), with associated GVA of £23m per
annum, once operational. It is also anticipated to provide 650 jobs (direct, indirect, and induced)
during a 5-year construction period

As such, the Appeal Proposal will promote a new strategic approach to economic development
that is necessary in the modern digital landscape at local, regional, and national levels.

Accordingly, the Chief Planning Officer, DMSC, and the Appellant are aligned in their position
that the Appeal Proposal accords with Policy 25 of NPF4.

NPF4 Policy 26 (Business and industry). This policy seeks to encourage, promote and
facilitate business and industry uses and to enable alternative ways of working such as home
working. Its supports development proposals for business and industrial uses on sites allocated
for such purposes.

In summary, the Appeal Proposal aligns with the intent and requirements of this policy, as it both
directly and indirectly supports business and industry, while representing an employment-
generating use appropriate for this location. It will also provide an enhanced public park and
critical digital infrastructure to support surrounding business and industrial activity.

The Appeal Proposal’s compliance with this policy is set out in detail in paragraphs 5.37 — 5.40
of the Planning Statement (Document C1).

The compatibility of the Appeal Proposal with the business character of the area is expressly
acknowledged by the Chief Planning Officer within the DMSC report which states:

“the proposal includes a new public park to the sites west with the indicative plan showing a mix
of sport and recreation use. ..Recreation and sporting activity could bring increased footfall and
use into the evening / night time. It would also provide additional greenspace provision for future
residents of residential and mixed-use developments within Edinburgh Park and more
permeability with pedestrian links through the site.

The sites previous office use aligned more closely with the areas' intended employment role.
However, the buildings' large-scale with restricted permeability, mono-use and car park failed
to contribute to wider Edinburgh Park place-making principles. In this context, delivery of the
public park would provide increased activity on part of the site, a wider mix of uses and some
mitigation for the data centres.

it is also recognised large industrial style buildings in storage / distribution use border South
Gyle Crescent to the sites east. In this regard, whilst acknowledged the data centres' generally
do not accord with the areas' wider place principles their storage use would not be at odds with
the existing character of this north-east side of Edinburgh Park. Given this, and no wider impacts
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from this storage use are anticipated, the proposal would not prejudice the primary business
function of the area

the proposal does not conflict with NPF 4 policy 26 c).” (Document A4, p.9).

The Chief Planning Officer also recognises that, while the onsite employment numbers may be
lower than alternative business or industrial uses, the data centre as critical digital infrastructure
provides wider economic benefits and supports the efficient operations of surrounding
businesses.

“However, whilst this on-site employment seems low for the developments' large scale, the data
centres have potential to bring local and wider economic benefit. As outlined in the planning
statement, there is increasing requirement for large purpose-built facilities (as opposed to
individual server rooms) with sufficient capacity to store high tech data (e.qg. artificial intelligence,
cloud storage) to meet global demand for such services. The provision of a large data centre in
this location, on a brownfield site near existing infrastructure can help support the efficient
operations / technological advancement of communities, businesses, and public services. In
turn, helping to safeguard and future proof the economy” (Document A4, p.10).

Accordingly, the Chief Planning Officer, DMSC, and the Appellant are aligned in their position
that the Appeal Proposal accords with Policy 26 of NPF4.

CP2030 Policy Econ 1 (Supporting Inclusive Growth, Innovation and Culture). This policy
states that proposals for development associated with social enterprises, business start-ups,
university linked education, research and innovation, and culture will be supported in principle
where they are associated with addressing poverty and inequality; Edinburgh city centre
transformation; Edinburgh’s cultural festivals and events throughout the city; Edinburgh’s
universities and colleges or life science research.

NPF4 Policy 31 (Culture and creativity). Like CP2030 Policy Econ 1, this policy seeks to
promote cultural and creative industries and provide equitable access to such industries.

The Appeal Proposal’'s compliance with these policies is set out in detail in paragraphs 5.41 —
5.45 of the Planning Statement (Document C1).

These policies were supported by both the Chief Planning Officer and the DMSC and do not
form part of the reasons for refusal. The Chief Planning Officer, the DMSC, and the Appellant
are aligned in their position that the Appeal Proposal accords with Policy 31 of NPF4 and Policy
Econ 1 of CP2030

CP2030 Policy Econ 2 (Commercial Development). This policy states that proposals for
commercial uses within the urban area on sites 0.25ha or larger, should where compatible and
appropriate within the site context, provide at least 50% of the site for housing.

As detailed within the Policy Place 19 assessment (see paragraphs 7.49 — 7.70), housing as a
component of the Appeal Proposal is not appropriate in the context of national development
objectives. The proposed parameters of the PPP application are essential to make this
nationally significant project commercially feasible, and co-location with residential development

@ Scott Hobbs Planning 36



7.106

7.107

7.108

7.109

7.110

7.111

7.112

7.113

7.114

7.115

on this site is not practical due to functional and security considerations. Furthermore, the
generous provision of public park within the site significantly limits the capacity to practically
accommodate housing alongside the proposed use.

It is also of note that the extant permission on the site establishes a mono-use business
development and does not include housing, which is a significant material consideration. As
such, the proposal would not result in a loss of housing when compared with the existing
permission on the site.

This policy was supported by the Chief Planning Officer. Accordingly, the Chief Planning Officer
and the Appellant are aligned in their position that the Appeal Proposal accords with Policy Econ
2 of CP2030.

CP2030 Policy Econ 3 (Office Development). This policy states that office development will
be permitted in strategic business centres identified on the Proposals Map at Edinburgh
Park/South Gyle. The illustrative design demonstrates that the Appeal Proposal has the
potential to deliver approximately 3,115sqm of office space associated with the green data
centre use.

The Appeal Proposal’s compliance with this policy is set out in detail in paragraphs 5.49 — 5.53
of the Planning Statement (Document C1).

This policy was supported by both the Chief Planning Officer and the DMSC and does not form
part of the reasons for refusal. Accordingly, the Chief Planning Officer, the DMSC, and the
Appellant are aligned in their position that the Appeal Proposal accords with Policy Econ 3 of
CP2030.

CP2030 Policy Econ 5 (Employment Sites and Premises). This policy states that planning
permission will be supported for the development for employment purposes of business and
industrial sites or premises in the urban area.

The Appeal Proposal’s compliance with this policy is set out in detail in paragraphs 5.54 — 5.59
of the Planning Statement (Document C1).

The Appeal Proposal will deliver significant employment benefits both directly and indirectly.
Further details of the employment and economic benefits of the proposal are detailed within
paragraphs 7.87 — 7.93 of this Appeal Statement.

This policy was supported by both the Chief Planning Officer and the DMSC. Accordingly, the
Chief Planning Officer, the DMSC, and the Appellant are aligned in their position that the Appeal
Proposal accords with Policy Econ 5 of CP2030.

CP2030 Policy Env 23 (Open Space Protection). This policy states that proposals involving
the loss of open space will not be permitted unless it is demonstrated that:

a. there will be no significant impact on the quality or character of the local environment,

b. the loss of open space should not cause any existing homes to stop being within the
appropriate walking distance of Local or Large standard open space*

c. the loss would not be detrimental to the wider green and blue network (including
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its continuity, visual amenity, water management function or biodiversity value); and either:

d. there will be a local benefit, proportionate to the scale of the development, in allowing the
development in terms of either alternative equivalent provision being made or improving an
existing public park or open space, or

e. the development would be for a community purpose™* and have an overriding benefit to
the local community and public that outweighs the loss of open space.

The existing open space within the Appeal Site is identified as protected open space under
Policy Env 23 of CP2030. The proposal includes the relocation of the existing open space from
its current central position - which is private in nature and largely inaccessible - to the western
side of the site in the form, of a new public park, with direct access from Lochside Court. The
relocated open space will increase the existing provision in terms of quantum, amounting to
approximately 1.56 hectares. On this basis, the proposed development is in accordance with
the requirements of Policy Env 23, specifically criterion d), which supports the relocation of
existing open space to provide public benefit.

The Appeal Proposal’s compliance with this policy is set out in detail in paragraphs 5.60 — 5.63
of the Planning Statement (Document C1).

The relocation and provision of enhanced open space in the form of a new highly accessible
public park was expressly supported by the Chief Planning Officer within the DMSC report which
states:

“The existing open space is of some amenity value. However, it is centrally positioned on-site
where it’s of limited wider visibility and contains trees of varying quality. In this regard it does
not make a significant contribution to the local environments' quality or character. In this respect,
its loss would not result in a significant impact.

Additionally, the space is not identified as serving any public function within the LDPs' Open
Space Strategy 2021 and has been in long-standing private use by the sites' previous office
building. In this respect, its loss would not impact on homes proximity to identified large or local
open space.

Its loss would have some detrimental impact on the green network. However, given the space
is not of particular quality its loss could adequately be mitigated through alternative provision.

The proposed replacement greenspace could bring local benefit as it is intended to be used as
a public park. It is also larger (1.56 ha) than the existing green space (1 ha) and is more
immediately accessible.

The parks long-term use for public or private purpose cannot be guaranteed through planning.
However, the applicants are open to the council adoption of this space and further details
regarding this can be secured through legal agreement (see developer contributions section).
Through these means, the public park could deliver local benefit with provision of greenspace
for the community to use.

Overall, the loss of open space is acceptable in this context, and it complies with LDP policy
Env 23. There will be no significant impact on the local environment, green network; homes
proximity to green space and there would be local benefit through deliver of alternative provision
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for community use. Full details of the public park are required as a reserved matter to consider
through the AMC application.” (Document A4, p.10 - 11).

Accordingly, the Chief Planning Officer, DMSC, and the Appellant are aligned in their position
that the Appeal Proposal accords with Policy Env 23 of CP2030.

CP2030 Policy Env 24 (Protection of Outdoor Sports Facilities). This policy states that the
loss of some or all of an outdoor sports facility (including playing fields) will be permitted only
where one of the following circumstances applies:

a. The proposed development is ancillary to the principal use of the site as outdoor
sports facilities

b. The proposed development involves a minor part of outdoor sports facilities and would not
adversely affect the use or potential of the remainder for sport and training

c. An alternative outdoor sports facility is to be provided of at least equivalent value in terms of
sports it allows to be played and is accessible in no less of a convenient location, or where
existing provision is to be significantly improved to compensate for the loss*

d. The Council is satisfied that there is a clear excess of the relevant sports facilities to meet
current and anticipated future demand in the area, and the site can be developed without
detriment to the overall quality of provision.

NPF4 Policy 21 (Play, recreation and sport). This policy echoes the requirements of CP2030
Policy Env 24 above and states development proposals which result in the loss of outdoor sports
facilities will be supported where the proposal meets a requirement to replace the facility which
would be lost, either by a new facility or by upgrading an existing facility to provide a better-
quality facility; and the location will be convenient for users and the overall playing capacity of
the area will be maintained

The existing open space on the Appeal Site included outdoor sports facilities in the form of two
five-a-side pitches and a tennis court; however, these were private in nature and restricted to
employees of the former office buildings.

The illustrative design (Documents B9, C4 & C4a) submitted in support of the Appeal Proposal
demonstrates that the proposed public park has the potential to deliver a range of new,
upgraded and expanded outdoor sports facilities in a more accessible and prominent location
within Edinburgh Park. Importantly, these facilities will be publicly accessible, significantly
improving the quality and usability of the provision.

Further details of Appeal Proposal’'s compliance with these policies are set out in detail in
paragraphs 5.64 — 5.70 of the Planning Statement (Document C1).

The relocation and provision of enhanced sport facilities was supported by both the Chief
Planning Officer and sportscotland subject to a condition (condition 7) which facilities two larger,
floodlit Multi-Use Games Area (MUGA) pitches. The Appellant would be amenable such a
condition. This is detailed within the DMSC report which states:
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“The re-located open space includes provision for three small (12m x 20m) and one larger (40m
x 20m) multi-use games areas (MUGASs) of 0.15 hectares in total, as well as an external gym
and kick about space. No objections have been received from Sportscotland. However, it is
recommended two larger, floodlit MUGA pitches (38m x 18m) are required as the alternative
provision as these would be more useful for a range of sports. A condition has therefore been
imposed for full details of this and their implementation prior to the data centres being occupied
to ensure this provision is delivered. This provision would be in a more accessible location than
existing pitches. The existing footpath on Lochside Court would directly link to pedestrian routes
through the new open space.

Subject to condition, the proposal complies with LDP policy Env 24 and NPF4 policy 21 a).”
(Document A4, p.11)

Accordingly, the Chief Planning Officer, DMSC, and the Appellant are aligned in their position
that the Appeal Proposal accords with Policy Env 24 of CP2030 and Policy 21 of NPF4.

Design, Layout and Open Space

NPF4 Policy 14 (Design, quality and place) and CP2030 Policy Env 1 (Design Quality and
Context) relate to Design, Quality and Place. These policies require development to be
designed to improve the quality of an area and to be consistent with the six qualities of
successful places.

The Appeal Proposal’s compliance with these policies is set out in detail in paragraphs 5.71 —
5.78 of the Planning Statement (Document C1).

In summary, the Appeal Proposal will align with the six qualities of successful places through a
considered placemaking approach. It will deliver a new public park to enhance green
infrastructure and community wellbeing, improve and extend active travel routes to promote
sustainable movement, and support enhanced digital connectivity to meet modern living and
working needs. The Appeal Proposal also reuses vacant brownfield land, contributing to
regeneration objectives and reducing pressure on greenfield sites. In addition, it establishes
clear development parameters to ensure that new buildings respect the height, scale, and
massing of the consented developments across the broader area.

These policies were supported by both the Chief Planning Officer and the DMSC and do not
form part of the reasons for refusal. Accordingly, the Chief Planning Officer, the DMSC, and the
Appellant are aligned in their position that the Appeal Proposal accords with Policy 14 of NPF4
and Env 1 of CP2030.

NPF4 Policy 15 Local Living and 20 Minute Neighbourhoods. This policy seeks to create
connected and compact neighbourhoods where people can meet the majority of their daily
needs within a reasonable distance of their home, preferably by walking, wheeling or cycling or
using sustainable transport options.

The Appeal Proposal’s compliance with this policy is set out in detail in paragraphs 5.79 — 5.82
of the Planning Statement (Document C1). In summary, the Appeal Proposal will be in a highly
accessible location and will provide enhanced opened space, active travel routes and digital
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infrastructure to the surrounding community. The Appeal Proposal contribution to local living
objective was supported by the Chief Planning Officer within the DMSC report which states:

“The public park provides potential community benefit through delivery of accessible
greenspace near potential future homes and offices, supporting local living.” (Document A4,

p.21)

“overall the indicative routes would improve the sites connectivity to the surrounding area
helping contribute to the overall provision of active travel infrastructure.” (Document A4, p.14)

Accordingly, the Chief Planning Officer, DMSC, and the Appellant are aligned in their position
that the Appeal Proposal accords with Policy 15 of NPF4.

CP2030 Env 2 (Co-ordinated Development). This policy requires that proposals do not
compromise the effective development of adjacent land, or the comprehensive development
and regeneration of a wider area as provided for in a masterplan, strategy, or development brief.

CP2030 Env 3 (Development Design — Incorporating and Enhancing Existing and
Potential Features). This policy states that planning permission will be granted for development
where it is demonstrated that the proposals have been informed by a detailed analysis and
understanding of the site.

CP2030 Policy Env 25 (Layout Design). This policy states that proposals will be supported
where they comply with requirements related the layout design including footpaths, cycle paths,
active travel routes, open spaces, green/blue networks, safety and public views.

The Appeal Proposal’s compliance with these policies is set out in detail in paragraphs 5.83 —
5.87 and paragraph 5.96 of the Planning Statement (Document C1).

In summary, careful consideration has been given to the siting of the green data centre and the
new public park to ensure alignment with both the existing and future business, industrial and
residential elements of Edinburgh Park. The public park has been strategically positioned on
the western portion of the site to maximise accessibility and long-term value for the growing
business and residential community, particularly in relation to the emerging Southern Phase
(Parabola) masterplan. The location of the data centre would align with existing industrial style
buildings in storage and distribution use to the sites east. The Appeal Proposal will also improve
connectivity through the site by creating a new active travel link along the southern boundary,
enhancing permeability within Edinburgh Park. As such the Appeal Proposal has been designed
to coordinate with existing and future development and align with regeneration of the wider area

Details of how the proposal aligns with Policy Place 19 has been provided within paragraphs
7.49 — 7.70 of this Appeal Statement.

A condition (Condition 3) requiring the submission, at the AMSC stage, of full details of design
of all buildings, open space, public realm, footways and cycleways has been proposed and is
acceptable to the Appellant.

These policies were supported by both the Chief Planning Officer and the DMSC and do not
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form part of the reasons for refusal. Accordingly, the Chief Planning Officer, the DMSC, and the
Appellant are aligned in their position that the Appeal Proposal accords with Policy Env 2, Env
3 and Env 25 of CP2030.

CP2030 Policy Env 4 (Development Design - Impact on Setting). This policy requires
development to have a positive impact on its surroundings, including the character of the wider
townscape and landscape, and impact on existing views, having regard to height and form,
scale and proportions, position of buildings and other features on the site, and materials and
detailing. CP2030 Policy Env 30 (Building Heights). This policy states that development which
rises above the building height prevailing generally in the surrounding area will be supported if
the development enhances the surrounding townscape and is justified by the proposed use; is
appropriate in its context and there would be no adverse impact on important views.

The Appeal Proposal’s compliance with these policies is set out in detail in paragraphs 5.88 —
5.95 of the Planning Statement (Document C1). In summary, the height and massing
parameters of the Appeal Proposal have been informed by the functional and technical
requirements of the data centre use; the height and scale of the extant planning permission on
the site; and the proportions of surrounding buildings, particularly those within the emerging
mixed-use development being delivered by the Southern Phase (Parabola) Masterplan.

The Appeal Proposal is supported by a Townscape and Visual Appraisal (TVA) (Document C14)
which demonstrates that the height, scale and massing of the development have been
considered in respect of key views and will not result in unreasonable visual impact to the wider
area.

The illustrative designs (Documents B5 & B6) and DAS (Document C2) demonstrate materials,
textures and colours that could be used in the final design development for the project, however,
this will be secured in the detailed design (AMSC) stage

The Appeal Proposal will sit comfortably within the context of wider consented developments
across the broader area, as demonstrated in the accompanying DAS (Document C2).

The height and massing parameters of the Appeal proposal, together with the impact of the
design on the setting was accepted by the Chief Planning Officer within the DMSC report which
states:

“However, its maximum heights do not exceed that of extant planning permission reference
22/05659/FUL for the office development which had a similar level of visibility from the
surrounding area. The buildings stepped heights will help reduce their overall mass whilst
consideration of materials and form through the AMC application can further help reduce their
perceived visibility. Additionally, whilst the buildings will be large, their functional design is not
at odds with the style of existing office or storage buildings on the north / east side of Edinburgh
Park. Given the above, the maximum building heights are considered acceptable and are
recommended to be approved at this stage.

To assess in full against relevant LDP and NPF 4 policies, the detailed design matters would be
assessed as a reserved matter with the Approval of Matters specified in Condition (AMC). This

@ Scott Hobbs Planning 42



7.148

7.149

7.150

7.151

7.152

7.153

7.154

7.155

7.156

7.157

7.158

7.159

7.160

includes the finalised building heights, scale, form, materials, and position), lighting plans and
hard / soft surfaces.” (Document A4, p.17)

A condition (Condition 3) requiring the submission, at the AMSC stage, of full details of height,
massing, materials and design has been proposed and is acceptable to the Appellant.

Accordingly, the Chief Planning Officer, DMSC, and the Appellant are aligned in their position
that the Appeal Proposal accords with Policies Env 4 and Env 30 of CP2030.

CP2030 Policy Env 27 (Public Realm, New Planting and Landscape Design). This policy
sets criteria for assessing public realm and landscape design.

The Appeal Proposal’s compliance with this policy is set out in detail in paragraphs 5.97 — 5.99
of the Planning Statement (Document C1).

In summary, the Appeal Proposal is supported by illustrative landscape plan (Document B9)
and a landscape strategy (Document C4) that outline the potential detailed landscape design,
new planting, and the overall vision for the public realm, particularly the proposed public park.
These details will be secured in the Approval of Matters Specified in Conditions (AMSC) phase.

A condition (Condition 3) requiring the submission, at the AMSC stage, of full details of
landscape and public realm works has been proposed and is acceptable to the Appellant.

Accordingly, the Chief Planning Officer, DMSC, and the Appellant are aligned in their position
that the Appeal Proposal accords with policies Env 27 of CP2030.

CP2030 Policy Env 31 (Useable Open Space in New Development). This policy requires all
proposals containing new build development to include the provision of good quality, attractive,
useable and where appropriate publicly accessible open space that forms at least 20% of the
total site area.

The Appeal Proposal provides 1.56 ha of good quality, attractive, useable and publicly
accessible open space. This makes up approximately 27% of the total site area.

The Chief Planning Officer, DMSC, and the Appellant are aligned in their position that the Appeal
Proposal accords with Policy Env 31 of CP2030.

Amenity, Health and Safety

NPF4 Policy 23 (Health and Safety) The policy intent is to protect people and places from
environmental harm, mitigate risks arising from safety hazards and encourage, promote, and
facilitate development that improves health and wellbeing.

CP2030 Policy Env 33 (Amenity). This policy requires developments to ensure that acceptable
levels of amenity available to the future occupiers of the development and occupiers of
neighbouring developments

CP2030 Env 34 (Pollution and Air, Water and Soil Quality). This policy states that
development will not be supported where it would be subject to and/or have a significant adverse
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effect for health, amenity and the environment where mitigation cannot be put in place.

The Appeal Proposal’s compliance with these health, safety, pollution and amenity policies is
est out in detail in paragraphs 5.102 — 5.120 of the Planning Statement (Document C1).

In summary, an Air Quality Assessment Report (AQA) (Document C11) and Noise Impact
Assessment (NIA) (Document C16) have been submitted with the Appeal Proposal which
demonstrate no unreasonable noise and air quality impacts. Furthermore, the Appeal Site is
suitably situated away from existing or approved residential properties and careful consideration
has been given to the siting of the data centre and the new open space to respect and align with
both the existing and future business, industrial, and residential elements of Edinburgh Park.

The Appeal Proposal is also supported by a Geo-environmental Report (Document 15) and a
Flood Risk Assessment and Surface Water/Drainage Strategy (Document C13 and C17) which
demonstrate no detrimental impact on the water environment.

The ability of the Appeal Proposal to meet amenity requirements, and to avoid giving rise to
unacceptable amenity, health, pollution or safety issues, is expressly acknowledged by the Chief
Planning Officer in the DMSC report, which states:

“Noise impacts from construction and operation (traffic, plant / ancillary equipment) in the Noise
Impact Assessment (NIA) anticipate low impacts on the nearest existing and approved
residential properties within the vicinity.

With regard to air quality, the site is not with a designated Air Quality Management Area (AQMA)
and from the development's operation the anticipated vehicular trips in the submitted Transport
Statement are not considered significant. The site is also well connected to sustainable transport
modes which would help discourage travel by more pollution emitting means.

Additionally, the development is sufficiently separated from all existing or approved residential
properties by over 80m that no other amenity impacts are raised.

Regarding other construction / operation impacts, the applicant would also be required to comply
with separate Air Quality legislation. No significant impacts from its operations are anticipated
in the AQA.

The proposal therefore complies with LDP policy Env 33 and Env 34. However as detailed
design matters have not been agreed further information with regard to lighting (light spill plans
& illuminance restrictions if necessary), and noise (detail of mitigation measures and
implementation) have been imposed as reserved matters for consideration at the AMC stage.

A contaminated land condition has therefore been imposed (including a preliminary investigation
with desk study to determine any necessary scope of ground investigation). This is required to
assess the proposal in full against LDP policy Env 34.” (Document A4, p.17-18)
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A condition (Condition 3) requiring the submission, at the AMSC stage, of further details related
to noise, amenity, lighting and drainage has been proposed and is acceptable to the Appellant.

The Chief Planning Officer, DMSC, and the Appellant are aligned in their position that the Appeal
Proposal accords with Policy 23 of NPF4 and Policies Env 31 and Env 34 of CP2030.

Biodiversity, Sustainability, Energy Use, Waste and Transport

CP2030 Policy Env 7 (Sustainable Developments). This policy requires all proposed
developments to incorporate all reasonable measures to address the climate emergency and
contribute to a sustainable future.

CP2030 Policy Env 8 (New Sustainable Buildings). This policy requires new buildings to be
designed to support sustainability and help address the climate emergency and exceed carbon
dioxide emissions targets using low and zero generating technologies.

The Appeal Proposal’s compliance with these policies is set out in detail in paragraphs 5.121 —
5.157 of the Planning Statement (Document C1). The requirements of these policies have also
been addressed in paragraphs 7.8 — 7.48 of this Appeal Statement which address sustainability,
climate change and GHG emissions with respect to the reasons of refusal under NPF4 Policy 1
and 2.

In summary, the Appeal Proposal is supported by an Energy and Sustainability Statement
(Document C5) and an addendum to this report (Document F1) which clearly demonstrates that
the Appeal Proposal adheres to these sustainability policy requirements. A BREEAM Pre-
Assessment (Document F2) has also been prepared for the purpose of this appeal to provide
further supporting evidence of the sustainability credentials of the proposal.

The ability of the Appeal Proposal to incorporate sustainable design measures is accepted by
the Chief Planning Officer within the DMSC report which states:

“The submitted Sustainability Statement outlines indicative measures which would help improve
their energy efficiency. These include use of low carbon materials / ancillary buildings, high
levels of insulation and energy-efficient cooling methods. More broadly, it is recognised the sites'
location within Scotland would help reduce the developments carbon footprint through use of
renewable energy. As this planning permission is in principle only, the developments detailed
design and specific sustainability measures incorporated would be considered through the AMC
application. A further sustainability statement for detail of all operational measures implemented
to reduce greenhouse gas emissions and climate change impacts has therefore been included
as a reserved matter to consider further. Regarding this, the buildings energy performance
would also be considered through building standards legislation with compliance demonstrated
through a UK approved methodology calculation.” (Document A4, p.12)

A condition (Condition 3(n)) requiring the submission, at the AMSC stage, of a Sustainability
statement (including full details of all operational measures (including use of heating, hot water,
lighting, ventilation, and cooling systems) to make use of energy efficient technology has been
proposed and is acceptable to the Appellant.
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Accordingly, the Chief Planning Officer, DMSC, and the Appellant are aligned in their position
that the Appeal Proposal accords with policies Env 7 and Env 8 of CP2030.

NPF4 Policy 19 (Heat and cooling). This policy seeks to encourage, promote and facilitate
development that supports decarbonised solutions to heat and cooling demand and ensure
adaptation to more extreme temperatures.

Criterion d) of this policy states that national and major developments that will generate waste
or surplus heat and which are located in areas of heat demand, will be supported providing
wider considerations, including residential amenity, are not adversely impacted. It also requires
that a Heat and Power Plan should demonstrate how energy recovered from the development
will be used to produce electricity and heat.

NPF4 Policy 11 (Energy). This policy seeks to encourage, promote, and facilitate all forms of
renewable energy, enabling areas to realise their full potential for generating electricity and heat
from renewable, low-carbon, and zero-emission sources.

CP2030 Inf 16 (Sustainable Energy and Heat Networks). This policy supports low and zero
carbon energy schemes provided that do not cause significant harm to the local environment or
unacceptably affect the amenity of neighbouring open space.

The Appeal Proposal’s compliance with these policies is set out in detail in paragraphs 5.138 —
5.153 of the Planning Statement (Document C1).

In summary, the accompanying Energy and Sustainability Statement (Document C5) and
addendum to this report (Document F1) outlines how the proposed green data centre can
integrate systems to capture and repurpose the heat generated by its operations and provides
a heat plan to outline how excess heat can be utilised in the area with reference to Edinburgh
Local Heat and Energy Efficiency Strategy (LHEES) (Document D8).

Given existing and emerging developments proposed in the immediate vicinity, such as the
Southern Phase (Parabola) Masterplan of Edinburgh Park, the location of the Appeal Site
presents a significant opportunity to maximise the potential of waste heat recovery. The site is
also located within the Heat Network Zone 14: Sighthill & Gyle identified within the Edinburgh
Local Heat and Energy Efficiency Strategy Delivery Plan: 2024 — 2028 (Document D8). This
document highlights the potential of the area and specifically recognises that data centres can
play a role in meeting local heat demand requirements.

This also aligns with Scotland's Al Strategy 2026-2031 which identifies one of its key action
priorities to “work with partners to identify and mobilise heat offtake opportunities on data centre
sites, correlating sites to planned district heat networks”. (Document D12, p.38).

To support potential waste heat reuse the proposed parameter plans have allowed for space to
accommodate a district heating network operator’s energy plant within the site. This provision
is illustrated on the indicative plans (Documents B4 — B8), located to the north of the site.

The waste heat reuse potential of the Appeal Proposal, is expressly acknowledged by the Chief
Planning Officer in the DMSC report, which states:
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“The site is located within 'Sighthill and Gyle' prospective heat network zone within Edinburgh's’
LHEES Delivery Plan: 2024 - 2028. These heat zones are identified as having greatest potential
for roll-out of heat networks. Data centres are identified as a potential heat source within this
area.

The submitted Energy and Sustainability Statement states that an advantage of a ‘green data
centre' is that waste heat can be re-purposed in mechanical piping and exported to a district
heat network. Additionally, it's stated that waste heat from the data centre could potentially serve
3,000 homes and be utilised by surrounding businesses. The indicative plans show provision
for an energy centre. In this regard, the development has potential to contribute to the
decarbonisation of homes. However, it is noted these identified heat network zones are
prospective at this stage.

A Heat and Power Plan is therefore required by condition to assess how recovered energy from
the development will be used to produce electricity and heat to assess in full against LDP policy
Inf 16, NPF 4 policy 19 a) and d). The applicant would also require separate regulatory consents
for any potential future energy connections. (Document A4, p.13)

A condition (Condition 9) requiring the submission, at the AMSC stage, of a Heat and Power
plan has been proposed and is acceptable to the Appellant.

Accordingly, the Chief Planning Officer, DMSC, and the Appellant are aligned in their position
that the Appeal Proposal accords with Policies 11 and 19 of NPF4 and Policy Inf 16 of CP2030.

NPF4 Policy 12 (Zero Waste). This policy’s intent is to encourage, promote and facilitate
development that is consistent with the waste hierarchy. Outcomes include the reduction and
reuse of materials in construction are prioritised and infrastructure for zero waste and to develop
Scotland’s circular economy are delivered in appropriate locations.

The Appeal Proposal’s compliance with this policy is set out in detail in paragraphs 5.154 —
5.157 of the Planning Statement (Document C1).

A condition (Condition 3(h)) requiring the submission, at the AMSC stage, of full details of waste
management and recycling facilities has been proposed and is acceptable to the Appellant.

Accordingly, the Chief Planning Officer, DMSC, and the appellant are aligned in their position
that the Appeal Proposal accords with Policy 12 of NPF4.

NPF4 Policy 3 (Biodiversity); CP2030 Policy Env 21 (Protection of Biodiversity) and
CP2030 Policy Env 37 (Designing-in Positive Effects for Biodiversity). These policies seek
to protect and enhance biodiversity and strengthen nature networks.

NPF4 Policy 3, criterion b), states that development proposals for national development will be
supported where it can be demonstrated that the proposal will conserve, restore, and enhance
biodiversity, including nature networks, so they are in a demonstrably better state than without
intervention. This policy sets out criteria to demonstrate how this can be achieved, including
through an understanding of the site’s ecological context, integration of nature-based solutions,
mitigation of potential negative impacts, delivery of biodiversity enhancements, and
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consideration of benefits for the local community. This approach is reiterated within CP2030
Env 21 and Env 37.

The Appeal Proposal’s compliance with these policies is set out in detail in paragraphs 5.158 —
5.163 of the Planning Statement (Document C1).

In summary, the Appeal Proposal is supported an Ecological Assessment Report (Document
C8) and landscape strategy (Document C4) which demonstrate that the proposal will not
adversely impact any protected species or biodiversity and has the potential to deliver a
biodiversity net gain.

The ability of the Appeal Proposal to meet biodiversity policy requirements is expressly
acknowledged by the Chief Planning Officer in the DMSC report, which states:

“The submitted Ecological Assessment identifies the sites' trees as having no bat roosting
potential therefore no adverse impacts are anticipated. Furthermore, the survey did not identify
any other protected species, and their presence is unlikely given the sites urban context.
Additionally, a range of enhancement measures have been outlined including native tree
planting, wetland habitat areas, and sustainable urban drainage (SUDs) areas. These
enhancement measures are supported in principle, and full details of these are to be provided
at the later AMC stage.

Subject to condition, the proposal therefore complies with LDP policy Env 6, Env 20, Env 21
and Env 37. Furthermore, the applicant should note other recommendations of the PEA with
regard to vegetation clearance works should take place out with the bird breeding season and
construction measures should limit ecological impacts. (Document A4, p.15-16)

A condition (Condition 3(m)) requiring the submission, at the AMSC stage, of full details of
landscaping, biodiversity measures, and biodiversity enhancements has been proposed and is
acceptable to the Appellant.

Accordingly, the Chief Planning Officer, DMSC, and the Appellant are aligned in their position
that the Appeal Proposal accords with Policy 3 of NPF4 and Policies Env 21 and Env 37 of
CP2030.

NPF4 Policy 6 (Forestry, woodland and trees) and CP2030 Policy Env 20 (Protection of
Trees and Woodlands). These policies seek to protect and enhance the provision of trees. The
policy states that, where development proposals result in the loss of trees, appropriate
replacement planting, both in terms of species and number, will be required to offset the impact
on amenity.

The Appeal Proposal’s compliance with these policies is set out in detail in paragraphs 5.164 —
5.169 of the Planning Statement (Document C1).

In summary, the trees proposed for removal are not subject to statutory protection, are primarily
located within the centre of the site, are generally of moderate to low quality or classification,
and already benefit from consent for removal under the extant planning permission for the site
(22/05659/FUL). Furthermore, an illustrative landscape plan (Document B9) has been provided,
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demonstrating how an enhanced landscaping outcome and compensatory tree planting can be
achieved on the site.

The ability of the Appeal Proposal to meet tree policy requirements is expressly acknowledged
by the Chief Planning Officer in the DMSC report, which states:

“However, it acknowledged this landscape loss is less than extant planning permission
reference 22/05659/FUL where over 200 trees were to be removed. In addition, specimens
could be removed out with planning control as they are not protected or within a conservation
area. An infringement of policy is therefore reasonable in this circumstance subject to
appropriate replacement planting.

As mitigation, the proposal indicatively includes replacement planting of 120 trees including
various species across the new public park to the sites' west. The indicative landscape plan
proposes a range of new planting with native trees, other hedgerows, grassed areas, and
wildflower areas. The amenity benefit from this would not be immediate given trees would
require time to grow. However, it is considered there is likely to be long-term benefit from this
replacement landscaped greenspace as it would be larger and more publicly accessible.

Indicatively, this is appropriate mitigation to compensate for this tree's loss, and it will help
enhance the city's' green / blue network

Full details of this landscaping plan and its implementation is required as a reserved matter of
any subsequent AMC application to assess in full against LDP policy” (Document A4, p.15)

A condition (Condition 3(m)) requiring the submission, at the AMSC stage, of full details of
landscaping, tree removal and tree planting has been proposed and is acceptable to the
Appellant.

Accordingly, the Chief Planning Officer, DMSC, and the Appellant are aligned in their position
that the Appeal Proposal accords with Policy 6 of NPF4 and policy Env 20 of CP2030.

Built Heritage and Archaeology

NPF4 Policy 7 o); CP2030 Env 16 (Protection of Important Archaeological remains and
the historic environment and CP2030 Env 17 (Development of Sites of Archaeological
Significance). These policies relate to buried archaeological remains. The application is
supported by an Archaeological Desk-Based Assessment (Document C10). The submitted
Archaeological Desk-Based Assessment concludes that a programme of archaeological works
will be required prior to and during the construction.

The Appeal Proposal’s compliance with these policies is set out in detail in paragraphs 5.170 —
5.174 of the Planning Statement (Document C1).

The ability of the Appeal Proposal to meet archaeology policy requirements is expressly
acknowledged by the Chief Planning Officer in the DMSC report, which states:

“The site is within an area which may contain archaeological remains therefore the archaeology
officer recommends a programme of archaeological works to be submitted prior to works
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commencing on-site. This condition has been imposed, in order to assess in full against LDP
policy Env 16 and Env 17.” (Document A4, p.18).

A condition requiring the submission archaeological work programme has been proposed and
is acceptable with the Appellant.

Accordingly, the Chief Planning Officer, DMSC, and the Appellant are aligned in their position
that the Appeal Proposal accords with Policy 7 of NPF4 and Policies Env 16 and Env 17 of
CP2030.

Flooding

NPF4 Policy 22 (Flood Risk and Water Management); CP2030 Policy Env 35 (Reducing
Flood Risk) and CP2030 Policy Env 36 (Designing for Surface Water). These policies aim
to ensure sustainable water management and flood risk measures are in place for new
development.

A Flood Risk Assessment and Drainage Strategy (Documents C13 and C17). have been
submitted with the Appeal Proposal, demonstrating that the overall flood risk is low and that
future detailed designs can comply with relevant flood and water management policies.

The Appeal Proposal’s compliance with these policies is set out in detail in paragraphs 5.175 —
5.177 of the Planning Statement (Document C1).

The ability of the Appeal Proposal to meet flood and water management policy requirements is
expressly acknowledged by the Chief Planning Officer in the DMSC report, which states:

“The submitted drainage strategy details that the development has been designed to account
for a 1in 200-year flood risk with climate change allowance. It will use the sites' existing drainage
connections where possible but incorporates blue features to further attenuate surface water
including SUDs basins, permeable surfaces, and soft landscaping. In this regard, the
development helps enhance the city's blue network.

Following review, Flood Planning have raised no objections in principle. However, as this
application seeks planning permission in principle only there would be a requirement for a further
drainage strategy to be submitted through condition once the developments detailed design has
been finalised. Similarly, the applicant would be required to submit a pre-development enquiry
to Scottish Water.

Subject to condition, the development has been designed to not increase the risk of surface
water flood risk and incorporates features to enhance the blue network. It therefore complies
with the objectives of LDP policy Env 6, Env 35 and NPF 4 policy 22 c).” (Document A4, p.16)

A condition (Condition 3(l)) requiring the submission, at the AMSC stage, of full details of
drainage and flood information has been proposed and is acceptable to the Appellant.

Accordingly, the Chief Planning Officer, DMSC, and the Appellant are aligned in their position
that the Appeal Proposal accords with Policy 22 of NPF4 and Policies Env 35 and Env 36 of
CP2030.
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Transport

NPF4 Policy 13 (Sustainable Transport). This policy seeks to encourage, promote and
facilitate developments that prioritise walking, wheeling, cycling and public transport for
everyday travel and reduce the need to travel unsustainably

CP2030 Inf 6 (Cycle Parking). This policy requires development for employment uses to
provide a range of cycle parking and storage options for both employees/future users and
visitors, reflecting the expected length of stay, and be designed in accordance with the
standards set out in Council guidance.

CP2030 Policy Inf 7 (Private Car Parking). This policy sets out the criteria for determining the
appropriate level of car parking provision.

CP2030 Inf 8 (Design of Car Parking). This policy sets out the key criteria to be considered in
the design of car parking provision.

The Appeal Proposal’s compliance with these transport policies is set out in detail in paragraphs
5.178 — 5.196 of the Planning Statement (Document C1).

In summary, the Appeal Site is well served by public transport, is highly accessible and the
Appeal Proposal will enhance active travel infrastructure. Furthermore, the Appeal Proposal will
significantly reduce the number of car parking spaces existing on the site and approved within
the extant office planning permission for the site (22/05659/FUL). This is in line with policy
requirements to reduce car dependency. A Transport Statement (Document C18) has been
submitted with the Appeal Proposal which provides an assessment of the transport
considerations associated with the proposal.

It is anticipated that full details of cycle and car parking be confirmed during the AMSC phase,
based on the operational needs of the data centre operator.

The ability of the Appeal Proposal to meet transport policy requirements is expressly
acknowledged by the Chief Planning Officer in the DMSC report, which states

“The indicative layout includes car parking provision for 121 car parking spaces. Whilst this
exceeds standards, it would result in a significant net reduction from the sites' existing 790 car
parking spaces. In this regard, the proposal aligns with wider LDP transport policy objections of
discouraging private car use.

Additionally, the indicative layout includes cycle provision for 290 spaces. Whilst this is less than
the standards, it is proportionate to the data centres' anticipated number of 39 on-site
employees. The above notwithstanding, full detail of cycle and car parking will be required as a
reserved matter of the AMC application to assess in full against LDP policy Inf 6 and Inf 7.

Furthermore, from the development's operation the anticipated vehicular trips in the submitted
Transport Statement are not considered significant and are considerably less than the approved
office development. The site is also well connected to sustainable transport modes which helps
encourage transport by sustainable means. With regard to this, no objections have been
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received from Transport Planning.” (Document A4, p.13-14)

A condition (Condition 3(e)) requiring the submission, at the AMSC stage, of full details of car
and cycle parking has been proposed and is acceptable to the Appellant.

Accordingly, the Chief Planning Officer, DMSC, and the Appellant are aligned in their position
that the Appeal Proposal accords with Policy 13 of NPF4 and Policies Inf 6, Inf 7and Inf 8 of
CP2030

Infrastructure Delivery

NPF4 Policy 20 and CP2030 Policy Env 6 (Blue and Green Infrastructure). These policies
seek to protect and enhance blue and green infrastructure and their networks

The Appeal Proposal’'s compliance with these policies is set out in detail in paragraphs 5.197—
5.201 of the Planning Statement (Document C1).

In summary, the Appeal Proposal has demonstrated that blue and green infrastructure can be
enhanced through the introduction of new civic green public park, high-quality landscaping,
biodiversity enhancements and an integrated surface water management and drainage
strategy.

A condition (Condition 3) requiring the submission, at the AMSC stage, of full details of blue and
green infrastructure enhancements has been proposed and is acceptable to the Appellant.

Accordingly, the Chief Planning Officer, DMSC, and the appellant are aligned in their position
that the Appeal Proposal accords with Policy 20 of NPF4 and Policy Env 6 and of CP2030.

NPF4 Policy 18 (Infrastructure First). This policy seeks to encourage, promote and facilitate
an infrastructure first approach to land use planning, which puts infrastructure considerations at
the heart of placemaking. It states that development proposals which provide (or contribute to)
infrastructure in line with that identified as necessary in LDPs and their delivery programmes
will be supported.

CP2030 Inf 3 (Infrastructure Delivery and Developer Contributions). This Policy states that
that ‘Development will be supported where there is sufficient infrastructure capacity already
being available or can be delivered at the appropriate time or where the development can deliver
the infrastructure necessary to mitigate any negative impacts. This should be secured by legal
agreement. Where, by the nature of the infrastructure, it cannot be delivered by the developer
directly, developer contributions will be sought.

The Appeal Proposal’s compliance with these policies is set out in detail in paragraphs 5.202 —
5.212 of the Planning Statement (Document C1).

In summary the Appeal Proposal will deliver essential digital infrastructure of national
importance, a new enhanced public park and enhance pedestrian and cycle infrastructure. The
Appeal Site is also in a highly accessible location with all the necessary infrastructure in place
ready to support the proposed development and promote sustainable travel to the site.
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The Chief Planning Officer expressly recognises in the DMSC report that the Appeal Proposal
is capable of meeting infrastructure policy requirements, confirming that developer contributions
towards open space and tram infrastructure are required. The report states:

“A tram contribution is required to mitigate the anticipated cumulative impact of the development.
Transport Planning has requested a contribution of £501,975 based on the indicative proposed
floorspace of 43,470 sqm of warehouse within zone 2. As the final floorspace maybe subject to
change through the AMC application, this is worded within the legal agreement to allow flexibility
depending on the final building design.

The Guidance on Developer Contributions and Infrastructure Delivery also states where the
Council undertakes long term maintenance of open space facilities adequate revenue resources
should be made available.

Parks and Greenspace have confirmed they would be open to adopting the parks/green spaces
in the future, subject to standards being met and a legal agreement of an appropriate
contribution being obtained for future maintenance.

The guidance is non-specific regarding contribution rates for the adoption of new open spaces.
In the absence of a figure or methodology being available in the supplementary guidance a
degree of flexibility is similarly sought from the committee regarding the negotiation of this
contribution. A suitable legal agreement is therefore required to secure these funds. Subject to
this, the proposal and complies with LDP policies Inf 3, 4 and NPF 4 policy 18 a)” (Document
A4, p.19)

The Appellant is willing to engage in discussions regarding the level and scope of contributions
towards tram and public park infrastructure.

Inf 10 Cycle and Footpath Network. This policy states that proposals must design for and
deliver direct connections to adjacent segregated active travel infrastructure and/or the of-road
cycle and footpath network.

The Appeal Proposal’s compliance with this policy is set out in detail in paragraphs 5.213 —
5.217 of the Planning Statement (Document C1).

In summary, the Appeal Proposal will improve active travel infrastructure through the creation
of an active travel link along the southern boundary, enhancing permeability and connecting the
proposed new open space with the eastern portion of Edinburgh Park. This route will align with
the primary pedestrian and cycle corridor identified on the Place 19 Proposals Map. The new
public park also includes the provision of a north-south pedestrian and cycle route adjacent to
Lochside Court. The access points onto Lochside Court will link to safe crossing points to the
existing footway on the west side of Lochside Court and the wider pedestrian network beyond.

The ability of the Appeal Proposal to meet this policy is expressly acknowledged by the Chief
Planning Officer in the DMSC report, which states:

“The parameter plans include a primary pedestrian / cycle route connecting Lochside Court and
South Gyle Cresent. Its position is broadly in line with this route within LDP policy Place 19 and
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is therefore acceptable.

The indicative proposals also include routes through the public park on the sites' west side and
to the south boundary.

The position of the data centre would impact on a proposed secondary cycle / pedestrian route
in the LDP to the sites north-east. However overall, the indicative routes would improve the sites
connectivity to the surrounding area helping contribute to the overall provision of active travel
infrastructure.” (Document A4, p.14)

Accordingly, the Chief Planning Officer, and the Appellant are aligned in their position that the
Appeal Proposal accords with Policy Inf 10 and of CP2030.

CP2030 Inf 22 Water Supply and Foul Waste Water. This policy requires the development to
have adequate water supply or foul waste water sewerage available to meet the demands of
the development. The application is accompanied by an Energy and Sustainability Statement
(Document C5) and addendum (Document F1) and a Utilities Strategy (Document C6) which
addresses the proposed water supply. The proposal is on a brownfield site with access to
adequate water infrastructure.

The parameter design of the Appeal Proposal has been developed based upon air cooling
technology which uses insignificant amounts of water as the cooling systems are sealed.

Water consumption for the Appeal Proposal would be far less than would have been needed to
the previous buildings and extant office permission and will be served from the existing Scottish
Water mains infrastructure without affecting the local availability of water.

Scottish Water has raised no objection to the Appeal Proposal and any potential water use.

Accordingly, the Chief Planning Officer, and the Appellant are aligned in their position that the
Appeal Proposal accords with Policy Inf 22 of CP2030
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Material Considerations

With the rapid rise of Artificial Intelligence and the growing demand for digital infrastructure to
support the expanding digital economy, data centres have become critical components of
national development and economic strategies. A range of national strategies and policy
frameworks have recently been developed to outline how digital infrastructure, such as data
centres, will be delivered in the future.

These include the UK Compute Roadmap (Document D4); the Al Opportunities Action Plan
(Document D6).; the UK’s Modern Industrial Strategy (Document D5) and the Scotland Digital
Strategy. These material considerations are detailed further in paragraphs 6.2 — 6.22 of the
Planning Statement (Document C1).

On 20 March 2026, the Scottish Government released the Scotland's Al Strategy 2026-2031
(Document D12) outlining the government’s strategy to “harness the potential of Al to drive
responsible and inclusive growth across our economy and make a positive difference at every
level of society” (P.16)

Scotland’s Al Strategy 2026-2031 emphasises that as critical national infrastructure, data
centres are essential to economic and social growth and data sovereignty. It states:

“In an increasingly digitised global economy, the ability to host critical national infrastructure
such as data centres is central to data sovereignty and the development of domestic Al skills
and capabilities to realise economic growth and societal value. Governments around the world
are actively competing to attract leading global technology firms. Establishing Al and advanced
compute infrastructure within a country’s borders is widely recognised as being strategically and
economically significant.” (Document D12, p.36)

Scotland’s Al Strategy 2026-2031 sets out actions to make the strategy possible, including to:

. “Work with potential investors to progress the pipeline of data centre investment
opportunities through the promotion of Scotland’s strengths in renewables, digital
connectivity and water infrastructure.” (Document D12, p.38)

o “Work with partners to identify and mobilise heat offtake opportunities on data centre sites,
correlating sites to planned district heat networks.” (Document D12, p.38)

The Appeal Proposal represents an exemplary example of what the Al Strategy is seeking to
achieve.

The Strategy also recognises that investment in digital infrastructure, such as green data
centres, will allow for the following outcomes and benefits for Scotland (all of which are
achieved by the Appeal Proposal):

. “Resilient infrastructure — Sovereign data centre capabilities support critical services and
enhance national resilience in Scotland and across the UK.” (Document D12, p.38)

. “Benefits realised — Data centre developments deliver tangible benefits for local
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communities. Compute capacity supports Al development, attracting talent and enabling
innovation.” (Document D12, p.38)

. “Globally competitive investment landscape — Scotland is recognised as a leader in
sustainable data centre development based on renewable energy supply, water-resilient
design and sustainable water stewardship.” (Document D12, p.38)

These frameworks and strategies are considered important material considerations, as they
directly relate to the provision, development, and integration of data centres within the broader
economic and planning agenda. In the absence of up-to-date Scottish Government guidance
specific to the sector, relevant UK Government strategies provide valuable understanding into
the importance of data centre growth and the critical role such infrastructure will play in
supporting the future economy.

Edinburgh Design Guidance 2025

The Edinburgh Design Guidance is a material consideration. The Appeal Proposal is designed
to account the standard requirements and guidance on height, form, and layout. The DAS
(Document C2) accompanying the application further provides commentary on the design of the
development.

Other Material Considerations Conclusions

The Appeal Proposal has been assessed against the Development Plan in the preceding section
and found to be in accordance with the Plan when read as a whole. Additionally, the
development draws significant support from the material considerations noted above, which are
relevant to both the site and the nationally significant nature of the proposed development.
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Conclusion

The Appeal Proposal will support the delivery of a National Development, as identified in NPF4,
and is recognised as being of national significance to Scotland’s long-term spatial strategy,
given its role as critical digital infrastructure. As such, the principle of this type of development
is well established through its national designation in NPF4.

Data storage is vital to everyday life in the modern world and underpins our contemporary way
of living. Nearly every aspect of modern life - social, economic, educational, and governmental
- relies on the storage and management of data. The rapid rise of the digital economy, Al, and
cloud storage has further accelerated this demand. Both the Scottish and UK governments have
recognised this through recent policy and have identified digital and Al-associated infrastructure,
such as green data centres, as fundamental to innovation, future economic growth, and broader
national prosperity.

The Appeal Proposal represents a significant step in addressing this urgent need for this critical
digital infrastructure within Scotland. It will deliver immediate and long-term economic and
societal benefits at the local, regional, and national levels. This Appeal Statement, together with
the supporting documents, has highlighted the significant merits of the Appeal Proposal in
delivering this much needed critical digital infrastructure.

The Appeal Proposal seeks permission for the principle of development and approval for
Development Parameters to facilitate a green data centre that meets market requirements while
also able to incorporate energy-efficient technologies, utilise renewable energy sources,
minimise water consumption, and support the reuse of excess heat. Further details can be
secured in the subsequent Approval of Matters Specified in Conditions (AMSC) phase.

The Appeal Site is ideally suited for a hyperscale green data centre. It benefits from key
infrastructure advantages, including power connection and proximity to telecommunication
infrastructure. The site is also brownfield, thereby avoiding the need for greenfield land typically
required for developments of this scale. It is also suitably located from residential land and will
sit comfortably within the context of the existing and emerging area. Furthermore, the Appeal
Site's location supports the efficient capture and reuse of excess heat generated by the data
centre, which can be harnessed for environmental and economic benefit through integration
with local heat networks or nearby developments.

The Appeal Proposal includes the creation of a new fully accessible public park. The relocated
green space will exceed the size of the existing on-site provision and has been thoughtfully
redesigned and repositioned to better serve the needs of the emerging Edinburgh Park
community. In addition, the Appeal Proposal will promote active travel through the site,
enhancing connectivity and improving access to surrounding areas.

The proposal aligns with the overarching place-based policy for the Edinburgh Park/South Gyle
area, which identifies it as a mixed-use location with strong potential for high-value, nationally
significant economic development. Additionally, the massing and overall form of the Appeal
Proposal will be in keeping with the previously approved scheme on the site, which consisted of
six separate office blocks, and emerging new development.
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The Appeal Proposal aligns with and gains support from a number of key policy objectives within
the Development Plan. These include the promotion of the reuse of brownfield land (NPF4
Policy 9), the facilitation of digital infrastructure rollout (NPF4 Policy 24), support for the
principles of local living (NPF4 Policy 15), the encouragement of business and industrial activity
(NPF4 Policy 26), the re-use of waste heat (NPF4 Policy 19) and the advancement of community
wealth building (NPF4 Policy 25). In addition, the Appeal Proposal safeguards and enhances
existing open space and sports facilities (CP2030 Policy Env 23 and Env 24 and NPF4 Policy
21). The CEC Chief Planning Officer has recognised these matters within his report, which
highlights the contributions and wider planning benefits associated with the Appeal Proposal.

The reasons for refusal are contrary to the advice of the Chief Planning Officer and relevant
consultees, are unsupported by substantive evidence, and have been comprehensively refuted
within this Statement.

The Appellant submits that the Appeal Proposal accords with the Development Plan when read
as a whole and is strongly supported by material considerations. To the extent that any conflict
with individual Development Plan policies is identified, such conflict is limited and is clearly
outweighed by the significant social and economic benefits of the proposed development,
together with other material considerations, including its status as development of national
priority.

The Appeal should, as a consequence, be allowed.
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10.0 Expenses Claim

10.1 A claim for expenses against the Council is made in relation to this Appeal in accordance with
the criteria in the Circular 6/1990 paragraph 5 (Document D10), these being:

- The Appellant has applied for the award before the proceedings have concluded;
- The Council has acted unreasonably; and

- This unreasonable conduct has caused the Appellant to incur unnecessary expense
because it was unnecessary for the case to come before the reporter for determination.

10.2  The Council has acted unreasonably, within the examples given in the Circular paragraph 7.

10.3 Reaching their decision without reasonable planning grounds for doing so. Although the
Council are not bound to accept the recommendation from the Chief Planning Officer to grant
planning permission, the Council must have reasonable planning grounds for doing so, and for
refusing to grant the permission. The Council’s decision is fundamentally flawed, and therefore
lacks reasonable planning grounds, because:

- The Decision Notice (Document A5) states that “The proposal is not considered to be a
green data centre as defined in NPF4”. However, NPF4 provides no definition of “green
data centres”. The decision notice gives no indication of what definition the Council used in
making their decision. From the information provided in this appeal statement, it is difficult
to see how a data centre could be more “green” than this proposal, especially since it is
sited on brownfield land, is in a sustainable location, with heat network opportunities. It
therefore appears that the Council have unrealistic expectations about how “green” a data
centre can be.

- The decision ignores the inherent characteristics of an application for planning permission
in principle, which involves reserving the details of the development for future approval.
Reason for refusal 1 states that the proposal “does not adequately address the climate
emergency”, and reason for refusal 2 states that it “does not demonstrate lifecycle
greenhouse gas emissions can be minimised”. However, these matters would have been
addressed in the information required to be provided by the conditions proposed by the
Chief Planning Officer, and the Council could have refused permission at that stage if the
information was not acceptable. Circular 4/1998 paragraph 2 acknowledges that conditions
can enable development proposals to proceed where it would otherwise have been
necessary to refuse planning permission. The decision notice fails to explain why the
proposed conditions were not considered sufficient, and why other conditions could not
have addressed those issues. For a PPP application, reasons for refusal 1 and 2 require
evidence that the proposed development inherently cannot comply with policies 1 and 2.
The decision does not refer to any such evidence.
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- The decision also fails to understand the significance of the designation of green data
centres as a national development. As discussed earlier in this appeal statement,
environmental appraisal was undertaken on NPF4. The Scottish Government is therefore
satisfied that green data centres can comply with NPF4, including policies 1 and 2. Policy
2 requires proposals to “minimise ... as far as possible”. For the reasons given in this appeal
statement, it is unlikely that a green data centre could be sited and designed to minimise
lifecycle greenhouse gas emissions to any greater extent than the appeal proposal. The
Council’s decision is therefore tantamount to suggesting that green data centres can never
be acceptable, which runs counter to the national designation by the Scottish Government.

- The decision also fails to take account of the statement in NPF4 that “the principle of the
development does not need to be agreed in later consenting processes (emphasis added),
providing more certainty for communities, business and investors.” (NPF4, p.97).

- The Council have failed to read the development plan as a whole. In addition to delivering
a national designation development, the proposal aligns with and gains support from a
number of key policy objectives. These include the promotion of the reuse of brownfield
land (NPF4 Policy 9), the facilitation of digital infrastructure rollout (NPF4 Policy 24), support
for the principles of local living (NPF4 Policy 15), the encouragement of business and
industrial activity (NPF4 Policy 26), the re-use of waste heat (NPF4 Policy 19) and the
advancement of community wealth building (NPF4 Policy 25). In addition, the proposal
safeguards and enhances existing open space and sports facilities (CP2030 Policy Env 23
and Env 24 and NPF4 Policy 21). When read as a whole, there are no reasonable grounds
for concluding the proposal does not comply with the development plan. The Council’s
approach is flawed, because it appears to assume that the development must comply with
every development plan policy.

- The decision fails to apply the correct interpretation of NPF4 Policy 2. It does not require a
development to demonstrate lifecycle greenhouse gas emissions can be minimised; what it
does require is that “Development proposal will be sited and designed to minimise lifecycle
greenhouse gas emissions as far as possible”. The Council’s reason for refusal ignores the
following key elements of the policy:

o Itis not about the principle of the development; the policy refers to the siting and
design of the development.

o The policy is about minimising emissions “as far as possible”.

- The DMSC report refers to the statement in NPF4 that the development is likely to have an
overall negligible impact on achieving greenhouse gas emissions. The decision provides no
explanation for ignoring that statement.

- The decision fails to apply the correct interpretation of Policy Place 19. There is, on the plain
wording of EP1, no requirement to have residential as part of the mix of uses on all sites in
the EP1 area.

10.4  Failing to give complete, precise and relevant reasons for refusal:
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10.5

10.6

There is a statutory requirement for the decision notice to include a statement on whether
the application is for a development that is in accordance with the development plan,
together with an explanation of why the authority reached that view (Town and Country
Planning (Scotland) Act 1997, section 37(2A)). The decision notice fails to comply with that
requirement. Although it indicates the proposal is contrary to NPF4 policies 1 and 2, and
CityPlan 2030 Place Policy 19, it does not indicate whether the Council consider that the
proposal is therefore contrary to the development plan when read as a whole.

Reason for refusal 1 states: “The proposal is contrary to NPF4 Policy 1 as it does not
adequately address the climate emergency.” No indication is given to explain how the
proposal does not adequately address the climate emergency. This reason is not therefore
complete and precise.

Reason for refusal 2 states: “The proposal is contrary to NPF4 Policy 2 as it does not
demonstrate lifecycle greenhouse gas emissions can be minimised.” No indication is given
to explain how the proposal does not demonstrate that. This reason is not therefore
complete and precise.

Reason for refusal 3 states: “The proposals is contrary to CityPlan 2030 Place Policy 19 -
EP1 criteria as it does not incorporate a mix of business and residential uses and does not
extend the existing grid layout to ensure a cohesive townscape or deliver sustainable
movement through the site.” The decision notice fails to explain the relevance of this reason
for refusal, given that planning permission was granted by the Council on 4 October 2024
for 6 office buildings on the site, just 1 month before adoption of CityPlan 2030.

Also, reason for refusal 3 is not relevant, because it states that the proposals does not
incorporate a mix of business and residential uses, but EP1 does not require residential to
be part of the mix of uses on all the sites in the EP1 area.

The decision notice states: “The proposal is not considered to be a green data centre as
defined in NPF4 and there are no material planning considerations which outweigh this
conclusion.” As stated above, there is no definition of a green data centre in NPF4. The
decision notice provides no explanation for why the Council consider the proposal is not a
green data centre. Also, no planning reason is provided to explain the relevance of the
conclusion. This reason is therefore neither complete, precise nor relevant.

As all reasons for refusal are deficient, the whole decision fails to give complete, precise
and relevant reasons for refusal.

The Council reaching their decision without reasonable planning grounds for doing so, and
failing to give complete, precise and relevant reasons for refusal, has caused the Appellant to
incur the unnecessary expense of pursuing the Appeal, and also the expense of addressing the
deficient reasons.

For these reasons, an award of expenses should be made for this Appeal.
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10.7  The award should clearly specify that the Council must pay the Appellant’s entire costs incurred
in dealing with the Appeal and that the costs should be assessed on an agent/client, client

paying basis; and Scott Hobbs, Stantec and Brodies LLP should be certified as experts for their
input into the Appeal.
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